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(Ollier tiiaiitte Ministry of Defence) 


ftwt fmm 

(wwlWt) 

(dftttu wn 4 ^nrjwi w **4fw) 

4 *4, 2006 - 

if. 02/2006 4Nf ipK (W tfrOT| 

N5T.3IT. 2015.^r»ffGS mm, IPTO 

firm, ^ srcr 1*m 1-7-1994 ^ ^ M anfa- 

35*RT Jtm 33/1994-'#RT (^fa tftv) ^ 3Ttfft ij$ 

JfXB 3flV«6Ki 0, ym< FTOR, affPfW, 

uwp twm8rt up*, ^4 R<i«(snt rfruj TFf*r 
BBg^: $Wt 

3?faft*R, 1962 (1962*?52) *ft*R!9 4 SttfrTTOT 160* 

# 3 ,^ 3^4 ^f*Rf m tot 

*' -J; i .. ■■■■■=-■ 

[*?. tf. ^sfh^ (30)03/30^1^063 

jinw»< fan*?, ang*? 

(4443) 


MBOSIRY OE FINANCE i 

(DepardiMot of Revenue) v 

(OPnCB OFTHE OOkflwBSSIONEROF CENTRAL 
EXCISE AND CUSTOMS) 

Pune, the 4th May, 2006 , 
No.02/20(X^-Customs(NT) 

S.O. 2015.-—In exercise of the powers conferred on 
me by the Notification No. 33/1994^-Cus. (N;T<) dated 
1-7-1994, of the Government ofIndia, 1 Ministry ttfFinance, 
Department of Revenue, I, Prabhakar Nigam, Commissioner 
of Central Excise & Customs, Punc-IH Ctoromissioiperate, 
Pune, hereby declare Village : Muaje Nanded, Taluka : 
Haveli, Distt.: Pune-411041, in the Slate of Maharashtra 
to be warehousing station under Sectioft 9*of tile Customs 
Act, 1962 (52 of 1962), for limited purpose of setting up of 
100% Export Oriented Unit as approvedby the Development 
Commissioner, SEEPZ, Mumbai. ; ; 

■ ■ « [F.No. VGN(30)G3/IQS4X>] 

PRABHAKAR NIGAM, Commissioner 


1458GI/2G06 
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12^,2006 

2016,—W4>K, <h4Mtai (TO Vlimfld 
TOfapft* ^ frrn, 1976 ^ Iwr 10 -% 

(4) ^ 3*3 wn 3 tor* from ^ 

totc to iton ^jto» ft^faRad «Nrii n»wfcwl ^ft, 
fTOft 80 SlRlVId ^ m 4>t4oi*W» "StH3TOT 

to fcrar i, 3?fagfTO TO<ft i:- • 

1. TO <wg«ro 

4<*m, gro? 
ftwwi toft, gmc 
ftp? to, w 
ftWdl-9 

2 4>mfd4 to atng^r, 

rist 3W, 

#STTO, 
utfl 7 ftfoTO3 

3. TO^lfTOTOTOgTO 

liw-wfl TOFT, 

TOlftPT TO*?^RT, 

Tte, 

irouftt 


[TO.tf. 11013. (01 )/2005-*Mt'-2] 
R^TOf, m*w» (urn) 
New Delhi, the 12th May, 2006 


S.O. 2016.—In pursuance of sub-rule (4) of rule 10 
of the Official Language (Use for Official Purposes of the 
Union) Rules, 1976 the Central Government hereby notifies 
the following offices under the Board of Central Excise & 
Customs, Department of Revenue the 80% staff whereof 
have acquired the working knowledge ol 
Hindi:— 

t Office of the Dy. Commissioner, 

Central Excise, Shimla Division, 

Mukund Niwas, Shiv Nagar, 

Pantha Ghati, Shimla-9 


2 Dy. Commissioner, 

Mandi Gobindgarh Division, 
Loha Bazar, Mandi Gobindgarh. 


3. 


Dy. Commissioner, 
Derabassi Division, 


Sadashiv Complex, 

Chandigarh-Ambala Road, 

Derabassi 

s 


[F. No. 11013(01)/2005-Hmdi-2] 
MADHUSHARMA, Director (OL) 


(arftovidfaniT) 

U*tFI) 

^%rft, 10^,2006 

3ffa- 
jfftTOr 
tRTO, 

T^l^RJ <43181 W4>R> SFR TO faTOU (^3 
l, JX% ^ln #r;TO upfrn /otPt ttsitto, 3ft 
dn ■HWl^ faalf%t*n 5 T3T ‘ddhltf ^ sftt SFieTT 3T1^?T 



33ifarTO?ft it 

[TO. U 24/5/2002-3#PF-I] 
3*cJ?T TO, W*W» 
(Department of Economic Affairs) 

(BANKING DIVISION) 

New Delhi, the 10th May, 2006 

* S.O. 2017.—In exercise of powers conferred by 
Secti0ir6(iXc) of die Small Industries Development Bank 
of India Act, 1989 (39 of 1989) as amended in the year 2000, 
the Central Government hereby nominates Shri Jawhar 
Sircar, 'Additional Secretary and Development 
Commissioner (SSI), Ministry of Small Scale Industries and 
Agro&Rurai Industries as Director on the Board of Small 
Industries Development Bank of India with immediate effect 
mid until further orders vice Shri Satyananda Mishra. 

[F. No. 24/5/2002-IF-l) 
ATUL KUMAR RAI, Director 


M 17 2006 

3TT.3IF. 2018.—TOrffafTOftT 3 inki (i(Rmh «ta>) 
SlfvfTOT, 1981 (1981 TO 28) 3ftTOT 6 3ft TO TOT (1) % 
ws (w) %TO'^fe (i) % 
aft wrf, ufoi (sn. u), fgfcr toert, M 
3ft aft g>HK % PlH TO Pl<4d-3TT3TcT ^f3> % 

3& -ft % to 3 gtflm TOft h 

[TO.U 24/l/2003-3TT$TO-I] 
TO- ^ 

, New Delhi, the 17th May, 2006 

S.O. 2018.—*In pursuance of sub-clause (i) of clause 
(e) of Sub-section (1) of Section 6 of Export-Import Bank of 
India Act, 1981 (28 of 1981), the Central Government hereby 
nominates Shri Rinzing Wangdi, Secretary (ER), Ministry 
of External Affairs, New Delhi as a Director on the Board of 
Export-Import Bank of India vice Shri Rakesh Kumar. 

[F. No. 24/1/2003-IF-I) 
M. SAHU, Under Secy. 




[fnn-^5 


tobs/dt* 6, ms 
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M f*?4, 17 2006 

W.37T. 2019.-7Pjfof* *P QNf^ T^f &i*0 
7*K 1970/1980 % *53 * * 

^-*5 (I) *371 fofr l ti Wft srsfc 

Tjaf 3W0H) SffafWT, 1970/1980 *t 9 **3^*3 (3) 
* ts^t (^r) srt 3Jw Ww* *>f to*t ibw ^ «*»*«<« 
33TWR, MKaTq fr^ ^P 11 * 97WW % s *lN* WG&Kl, 
**. T£T. ^TT (^*Tfcrf*t: 15-12-1948)M>fR»*m*ir 

3ffq> jfem $ 4»t4^ f Q fa fore f *t 33 * <*> i 4<m nyn ^ 
<ircter *‘31.12.2008 tpf arW^-a^ *$**% *t writer 
w W ^ # m, **f * * * ^ *, *tt 
** 3 arm t* ww.f?£?TV % j|^fc#WW wt 11 

[^1^9/1^2005-^-1] 

..•'.. v;; . ,., *t*. ffl*, aspi**** 
v■: ^ -■■■■ • NewDefl^the 17tb|^f,^006 n ,. if > ^ 
S.O, 2019.—InexerciSe of thepowers conferred by 


Companies (Acquisition .and Tnuiflto ^ ^dert^wigs) 
Act, 1970/1980* lead wfth srib-dause (<ty0f cl*use;3,svb- 
clause (1) of clause S of the Nati0rt&l*s«4 Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980, the Central tio verament, (n 6j]{sul taliofi with 
the Reserve Bank offridj^her?b)f rippoiritk Shri P! £?Gairola 
(DoB: 15-12-1948) presently lixe&utfve tXrCCtdr, T&nk of 
India, as Chainnan and Managing Director, DenaBank from 
the date of his taking charge of the post and up to 31-12- 
2008, i.e. the date Of his superannuation orunUl farther 
orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F.No.9/13ftOQ5-BO-l] 


' ifSilW H: ■ 

* 2oo6' '" ’; 

*»r.3n. 2020.-*** *£ 3rf**w>, 1948 (1948 

3TT 61) *t 9K1 4*t3^-tfRT (3 ) ^RIWT tfljRkwT 3t*n 
^ *=5 i^d^SKI '$£ ^ 3 

fa Hid Had 5RT t : 


sp*. m 

m q>OT (VIM 414 3TP1- 

« c¥m ™ 3imH 
wi* ^ 7l*7r‘ 4iPth 

1 2 

•3 ,..;4 r ? :i 

l. *^*s**t 

13-4-2006 mm SRI 


■ 1-12-2004 *1 m- 

TIFT 


*. 37R1^7, 

~~ ‘' ^ 'A n 

FPSEPR « STT^nwl 

. T^icii—*4i<r<i. 

^RT4(3)(^r) *<1F7f 






* A 

#7B, afl«TO 



3tw/ 
TERfe 
( M4>5 ), 


31-3-2006 *5 mm *3 
9-9-2005 Wl- 

TOW % 

t*m 4(3)050*71*71 
^Tlfftd 


[T»T. U 25pl2/56/99~*W] 
^ **r37IFP, fa^VI<H 
MDflSTRY OFTTXI1LES 
New Delhi, the 18th May, 2006 

S.0, 202ft.—-In exercise of powers conferred by Sub¬ 
section (3) of Section 4 of the Central Silk Board Act, 1948 
(61 of 1948), the Central Government hereby accepts the 
resignation tendered by following members from the 
membership of Central Silk Board ; 


SI Name 

No. 

Date from 
which die 
resignation 
is effective 

Provision of Central 
Silk Board Act under 
winch the member 
has been nominated 

1. Shri Subhendhi 

i 13-4-2006 

Nominated by the 

f Ooiwttiury, 


Central Government 

MIA, ,,'• 


under Section 4(3XQ 

Village Jote, 


of the Act vide 

P.O. Arapur 


notification of even 

Distt. Malda, 


number dated 

West Bengal 


1-12-2004 

Z Shri Victor 

31-3-2006 

Nominated by the 

T.Thomas, 


Central Government 

Chairman, 


under Section 4(3)(j) 

Kerala State 


of the Act vide 

Sericulture 


notification of even 

Co-operative 


number dated 

Federation 


9-9-2005 


limited 

(SERIFEDX 

Thiruvanantha- 

puram 


[F. No. 25012/56/99-Silk] 
A. N. SHARAN, Director 


(#. Tit. 41. mum) 

^1^,5^, 2006 

^»r. 3 Tr. 2021 .- ihrEff vttwfl l 3 Tfwfr (vrr«T ^ 

^T) 37ft#m, 1948 (1948 41*) *t VRT 2 * 

(^p) * mm imn 
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3?5tfa^ 3 ^ 5*5-2006 


oil tram) m 4»P? 4><.4 e?J UIT^Pfifl 4Kfli 51 

[m U 3-4330/01/2006] 
v$. v^. 'ft wit ttc, am ftftl orififlM) 
MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 
(C. P. V. DIVISION) 

s' . 

New Delhi, 5 th May, 2006 

S.O. 2021.—In pursuance of the clause (a) of the 
Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers (Oaths 
and fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government 
hereby authorise Shri Raj Bir, Assistant ip the Consulate 
General of India, San Francisco to perform the duties of 
Assistant Consular Officer with effect from 5-5-2006. 

[F.NO.T4330M/2006] 
S. N. V. RAMANARAO, Under Secy. (Cons.4) 

ffcftpi WkirtU 

15 2006 

m.3Q. 2022.-%^ Wsm WTWt (*reft 
irftaRfftft^irota) fare, 1976 ft fare 10 ft wfare 
(4) ft tsR q ftw ft, , ggfat 

m MM 4> i reftyR ft, ftft# % 3 WWfa> 

fafalpft ftHftlfiSKI 80 ufaw 

3 ftft m *i4«wh hr uret m fcrcr i, 3tfajfftr 

l. vreifii-s mrcftrR 3tfa ft, 

400 ft.ft. ^ ft^5, 
mfanM^c its, fa^ fqft), 

(fa3f)-524405 
(ad 31) 

2 TOKftV ftK'ftfelH atfa gfeui ft., ; 
400faftHtift^, 
faTOlMftrl 
^rr-516003 
(3lf. 3t.) 

3 . HWl!(lI4 3ftp s&hi ft., 

nftt $*-u, vm %-refcre,. 

81, W, gfaftl 

(mrm) 

4 ' qERfUg 3tfo> ^ftui fa, 

tte-n, tsrefere, 

RI^T qn q fcre, ^ft^q -182312 


5. 9Wfij4 3?fa ft, 

Rif** TOfera, ftm, 

fwit mt Tte, 

H<reR,ft?R-173211 

: (ft: 3L> 

: 6 MM ¥H HRHftjM ft, 

51-ft, fatPt 2WT, ftt*R 
. ^-400021 

[mu 11017/2/2006-ftft] 

r MMSTRY OF POWER 

* New Delhi, ISth May, 2006 

&0. 2022.^—In pursuance of Sub Rule (4) of Rule 
10 of the Official language (use for official purposes of the 
Unior) Rules, 1976the Central Government hereby notifies 
the following offices under the administrative control of 
Fowergrid Corporation of India Ltd., Gurgaon and Rural 
Electrification Corporation, New Delhi, the staff whereof 
have acquired 80% working knowledge of Hindi: 

t Powergrid Corporation of India Ltd, 

Nellore 400KV Sub Station, 

Kagtthalapur Road, Piduru (Post), 

Manubolu (Mandal), 

NeUore(Dt>524405 (ALP.) 

2 Powergrid Corporation of India Ltd., 

400 KV Sub Station, 

ChmakampalliFost, 

Kadapa-516003 (A. P.) 

3. Powergrid Corporation of India Ltd, 

Northern Regicm-H, Site Office, 

81, GurdevNagar, Ludhiana 
(Punjab) 

4. Powergrid Corporation of India Ltd., 

Northern Region-ff, Site Office, 

Transmission Line Office, 

Jyotipuram-182312 

Jammu & Kashmir 

5. Powergrid Corporation of India Ltd, 

Transmission Line Office, Solan, 

Hotel Krishna Complex, 

Bye Pass Road, Saproon, 

Solan-173211(RP.) 

6 Rural Electrification Corporation Ltd., 

51-B, Mittal Tower, Nariman Point, 

Mumbai-400021 

[F. No.ll017/2/2006-Hindi] 
_ HARISH CHANDRA, JtSecy. 
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: W m mm : ^ 27', 2QQ6F$*% 6, 1928 


Tfont dh: ift iftPwfl sfengw s 

(mPWraiT'nq) 

15 q£ 2006 

m.m. 2023.-%3fa TWER, XPR1H! (fp* % 
a^i'awT %r q%r) fqq*r, l^Mw^nrittar 1987) ^ 
Iwr io(4) % stared-graft afa fld l PHfl ^reraq, 
1UMU faqm # trcirafoF fi qWtflw ftiHfaRsrc qrafcm 
qft, so viRivm # srffiq? «s4^R4f ■# %sfr w qrpf- 

W ^ #RT t, t^UI 3tfa^pRT Wlti i\ 

qSnPPFF (^T iftsIPwO) H?H»K M#r %PT 
qMt qfacr, ^£«pft %s, qtr 4% qpf, 

H i-l 1016/l/2005-7Lm ] 

stWt ^ qqitrLqgtw qfaq 

MINISTRY OF COMMUNICATIONS AND 
INFORMATION TEOINOIjOGY 

(Department of Telecommunications) 

(OFFICIAL LANGUAGE SECTION) 

New Delhi, the 15th May, 2006 

S.O. 2023.—In pursuance of Rule 10(4) of the 
Official Language (Use for Official Purposes of the Union) 
Rules, 1976 (as amended—1987), the Central Government 
hereby notifies the following Offices under the 
administrative control of Ministry of Communications and 
Information Technology, Department of Telecommuni¬ 
cations whereof more than 80% of staff have acquired 
working knowledge of Hindi. 

General Manager (IT) Mahanagar Telephone Nigam 
limited, Vth Floor, Kari Road, Door Dhawani Centre, Dutt 
Mandir Marg, Kari Road (East) Mumbai-12 

[No. E-l 10160/2005 (O.L)] 

HARISH CHANDRA JAYAL, Jt Secy. 

■7WM TQ* HVIWI 

C^wfinmr) 

15^,2006 

2024.-%#7FRSFR, WIRT 

#3Rf % fm Iwr 1976 %1wr 10 % ?q fw? 
(4) % -gfai-mm, 

M*n*tPi«h Pm u ll’#T% RU5 &f4«bWl 

3lftnqfIFr, t^R7% 80 SfafTfl 4 3}faq7 


m mfmm nm srf* %sb i, 

{Ti ^-11011/1/2006-%^] 

MINISTKY OF CHEMICALS AND FERTILIZERS 
; (Department ofFertilizers) v 

New Delhi, the 15th May, 2006 

S.O. 2024.—In; pursuance of , Sub-rule (4) of the 
Rule 10 of the Official Language “Use for Official Purposes 
of the Union” Rule 1976, the Central Government hereby 
notifies The Fertilizers and Chemicals Travancore Ltd. 
Udyogamamdal, Cochin under die Administrative Control 



working knowledge of Hindi. • • v 

[No,E-l1011/1/2006-Hindi] 
VUAY CKHffiBERfJt Secy. 

wm item 

• ^ 12 3?%!, 2006 r 

w.air. 2025 .-%^ w«<, wtrcr mrfto 

qqfonT % traPr) 1976 % 10 % ^q 

( 4 ) mm %ew mm t wlto* 
*rai frost %pt) % 3 Rpfg PtHfafad 59 
fq«Kn4r ipEft qsqrasf % qsq 4f, 80 qfhrot 

^ q»l stH. "Sfl^T qR 

t, 3tfa^fq<T t :— 

1 . b'Av q frsi , y&T&L 18,4l41.-3 

^TO,Ut-201303 

z ^m- 22 , -dfNt, qf%z- 9 i, 

%#-110041 • i- 

3. fasRra,^hsr-24, qtt^gr,ft%iqf#-201301 

4 . 1mm, 4.-3, %% 

fowfl w c i*fl-110010 

5 . fawm, xte, qi?ft, 

%#-110035 

d Rt€ti«4, 4 .- 1 , qrcft, w ^tte, 

110010 .:■■■■■■■ 

7. <tljl 4tl l8d>-4 MWl , 

^%#-ll0062 

8. Rt€Jlet4, ^te*-8, 

%#-l 10022 

9. %^far l^ram, w, qi#, 

^nf^raRR^oiooa 
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11. faeiKrU, ^2*-8, 

1^-110085 

12. ^T.-l, il u ll UfllM 'RFf, (<4rK y^l) 

13 . Mfr Rnii*n, 7M ftm, im w, 

(to^t) 

14. 4 ^ 04 fa q rc rc, wwk 

ufcr) 

15. fiiaH’M , VR, ^ Om 

16. Mw favnm, * (am *$«) 

17. anf. «ni 3ni #., w*r, %mm* 

(■3tR U^?T) 

18. Pq« I H3 , TOt (^tR 31&T) 

19. Otefo PTOKrH ) 3flR^.^3it. ( dtK il3*l ) 

20. grcffi.ant fe (-grreg&r) 

21. Mm faflwq , «H<W<«0 ( d ' iV M^l ) 

22. #W\m , ftw rf k , c l %H<h 

(3tR 3l$?f) 

23. : ft«Hi«l f ’ 5 i-2, 4iH^ (^R'S^T) 

24. faE IT ^ T, Wm W*L ( <*tK Sl^ l) 

25. foCT eTC, 3I^.3nf.T^. W, U«M<K 
03rR H&T) 

26. P*«iKrt'q, ■'^ O^tRU^T) 

27. foflldq. , (^tRU^T) 

28. ftWI, Mu, -^reFRfC3 tR Tl&I) 

29. Mfr fafil l dq , gd l SUK ( <KK M<¥l ) 

30. fafl l dq , ^rfeft, gd l SHK ( 4d< 9^ 1) 

31. fa«fl<rT4, M- 3, C^m 31^1) 

32 %H0q '*w4l¥l3 l ',1^n *[dr1H|i< 

O^tRU^T) 

33. MfM fotiltW , 3nf.3ni& ^FTy (-grTt U^T) 

34. ’ %^l4 fere n^, #.3frgt $dlgl<^ ( 3 tR U^O 

35. Mm ( drK 9^ 1) 

36. %=s(fa f^ncR, i.- 1 , 3?mr (^ttc u^t) 

37. t~2, 3n*KT (-grTC-gfoT) 

3a ~Mm 3ft.i^F7. (<jtk y^i) 

39 . dtara ( <itk tt ^ i) 

40. dfeM* (4icK 

41. Mm $WMM , <W«ddl ( dtU 9^0 


4 Z Mw $mm,ii-\, «tffarcste, %*d-673005 

43. Mm ftfl l dq , OT$dM , 4Afc4H ~682020 

44. fawm, Tf-1, 3ji^f T£&Z, {d^r^OMf^H- 
620016 

45. jOuinrI, wrak 

^5^-682507 

46. Mm r«g| l d4 , Wife. 4>ciHyl(i , ^H^crlH -683503 

47. Mn fe m &M , 31^[,TtRilfe?3I,%^T-691523 

48. Mft ^T, ^f^H -682004 

49. #?^T f*raim, Tft.3TR'9t.T?9>. Rl^^'c^W- 

695316 

50. 4-wl*l P^UKH^, ^ 4« ^f^H-682009 

51. BTcl, ^dPlR-643231 

sz ^ yviH4, ®t>q<TiV 

682555 

53. MtM ^Uri4, TJ.^F.T^. 3TT^m, 

f^cn’d^ffl-695031 

54. Mft I^Sli^ni, <-2, 4>lfcl4><i, 

^ltTSR-673016 

55. Mm fatum, 3n%H, Htfl^H,%7^-676505 

56. Mm (ilCIM'M, -J.-2, c^r4chk, ^McWilS-678628, 

57. Mm <4S ' M , -qt.gft. 4,l<d4H -680009 

5& Mm r^lcriq , 110024 (fgtfo 

59. -Mm RlSlW’il , H-2 MHl ), i^crit WFft-110010 

[u noii-7/2005-um-q;.] 
•5t. it. ^ft, fH^ i y (TT.^fT.) 

MINISTRY OF HUMAN RESOURCE 
DEVELOPMENT 

(Department of Secondary and Higher Education) 
New Delhi, the 12th April, 2006 

S.O. 2025.—In pursuance of Sub-rule (4) of Rule 
10 of the Official Language (Use for Official Purposes of 
the Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby 
notifies the following 59 Kendriya Vidyalayas under the 
Ministry of Human Resource Development (Deptt. of 
Secondary and Higher Education) whose more than 80% 
members of the staff have acquired working knowledge of 
Hindi: 

1. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Greater Noida, H.S.-18, C.M.-3, 
Gautam Buddha Nagar, Uttar Pradesh-201303 
2 Kendriya Vidyalaya, Sector-22, Rohni, Pocket-91, 
Delhi-110041 ; • 

3. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Sector-24, Noida, Second Shift, 
Uttar Pradesh-201301 
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31. Kendriya Vidyalaya, No.-3, Chakeri, Kanpur, Uttar 
Pradesh 


4 Kendriya Vidyalaya, No. -3, Second Shift, Narayana, 
Delhi Cantt-110010 

5. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Keshav Puram, Lawrence Road, 
Second Shift, Delhi-110035 

6 . Kendriya Vidyalaya, No.-l, Second Shift, Sadar Bazar 
Road, Delhi Cantt-110010 

7. Kendriya Vidyalaya, A.F.S., Tuglakabad, Second 

Shif t, New Delhi-110062 ' ; 

8. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Sector-8, R.K. Puram, Second 
Shift, New Delhi-110022 

9. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Kamla Nehru Nagar, Second 
Shift, Gaziabad-201002 

10. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Sector-8, Rohini, Second Shift, 
Della-110085 ,: 

11. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Pushp Vihir, Second Shift, New 
Delhi-110017 

12. Kendriya Vidyalaya, No.-l, Rana PratapMarg, Jhansi, 

Uttar Pradesh , 

13. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Raksha Vihar, Shyam Nagar, 
Kanpur (U.P.) 

14. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Old Cantt., Taliyarganj, 
Allahabad (U P.) 

15. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Bad, Mathura (U.P.) 

16. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Railway Compound, Gonda, 
Uttar Pradesh 

17. Kendriya Vidyalaya, I.U.T., Jhalwa, Allahabad, Uttar 
Pradesh 

18. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Basti, Uttar Pradesh 

19. Kendriya Vidyalaya, R.D.S.O., Lucknow, Uttar 
Pradesh 

20. Kendriya Vidyalaya, I.T.I. Road, Aligarh, Uttar 
Pradesh 

21. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Barabanki, Uttar Pradesh 

22. Kendriya Vidyalaya, C.R.P.F., Bijnaur, Uttar Pradesh 

23. Kendriya Vidyalaya, No.-2, Chakeri Kanpur, Uttar 

Pradesh — , 

24. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Civil Lines, Balrampur, Uttar 
Pradesh 

25. Kendriya Vidyalaya, I.I.M., Prabandh Nagar, 
Lucknow (U.P.) 

26. Kendri ya Vidyalaya, Kanpur Cantt., Uttar Pradesh 

27. Kendriya Vidyalaya, O.E.F., Kanpur, Uttar Pradesh 

28. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Mamora, Lucknow, Uttar 

Pradesh ; ■.. 

29. Kendriya Vidyalaya, New Cantt., Allahabad, Uttar 
Pradesh 

30. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Bamrauli, Allahabad, Uttar 
Pradesh 


32 Kendriya Vidyalaya, B.H.B.L., Jagdishpur, Distt. 
Sultanpur(U.P.) 

33. Kendriya Vidyalaya, I.I.T., Kanpur, Uttar Pradesh 

34. Kendriya Vidyalaya, C.O.D., Chhioki, Allahabad, 
Uttar Pradesh 

35. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Sitapur, Uttar Pradesh 

36. Kendriya Vidyalaya, No.-l, A.F.S:, Agra, Uttar 
Pradesh 

37. Kendriya Vidyalaya, No.-2, Agra, Uttar Pradesh 

38. Kendriya Vidyalaya, O.E.F., Hazratpur, Uttar Pradesh 

39. Kendriya Vidyalaya, B.K.T., Lucknow, Uttar Pradesh 

40. Kendriya Vidyalaya, A.M.C., Lueknqw, Uttar Pradesh 

41. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Raebareli, Uttar Pradesh 

42 Kendriya Vidyalaya, No.-l, Kozzikode, Kerala-6730Q5 

43. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Emakulant Cochin-682020 

44. Kendriya Vidyalaya, No,-!, Ordinance Estate 

Tiruchirapalli-620016 

45. Kendriya Vidyal ay a; S.N. S., Dronac harya, 

Mundanveli, Cochi-682507 ^ ; 

46. Kendriya Vidyalaya, N.A.D., Kalamsherri, Emakulam- 

683503 - ; 

47. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Adbor, Pathanamthitta, Kerala- 

691523 ■ 

48. Kendriya VidyalayaiNo *-2 f Naval Base, Cochin- 
682004 

49. Kendriya Vidyalaya, C.R.P.F., Pallipuram, 
Tiruwanantpuram-685316 

50. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Port Trust, Cochin-682009 

51. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Wellington, Nilgiri-643231 

52. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Kavaratti,U.T.of Lakshdweep- 

682555 , ! 

53. Kendriya Vidyalaya, A.F.S., Akulam, Tiruwikkal, 
Trivendrum 

54. Kendriya Vidyalaya,No.-2, Calicut, Govindpuram, 
Calicut-673016 

55. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Uphil Mallapuram, Kerala-676505 

56. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Kozzhikode, Palghat, Kerala- 

678628 ' 

57. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Rubber Board, Kottayam, 

Kerala-680009 V- 

58. Kendriya Vidyalaya, Andrews Ganj, Second Shift, 

> NewDelhi-110024 

59. Kendriya Vidyalaya, No.-2, Second Shift DfeHtiCantt- 

liooio ,, 

[No.llQU-7/20Q5-O.LU.J 
D. P. BANDOON1, Director (O.L) 






4450 


[Part II-— Sbc. 3(ii)J 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY27,2006/JYAISTHA6,1928 


3$ teft, 8 Rf, 2006 
33.33. 2026TRW 
R%3(3f % te T%3) tel, 1976% tel 10 % 39-tel 
(4) % SFpm 3 3133 TO«R tem (HMpH* 

331 fifTSST femur) % 3j-fl J fd fH**1 T3T33T 7T333 %t, 

. fate 80Titer % aiftrar 4>ifaiP<% ^ tel <pitetep 

WTT ^T %3T t, 3>T% ^ :— 

tefa 3R«T 3*313,. 

TOgi, 31g*KHK-380015 

[TT.'110ll-7/2005-TI.m^] 
%t %. Itep (TLRT.) 
New Delhi, the 8th May, 2006 
S.O. 2026.—In pursuance of Sub-rule (4) of Rule 
10 of the Official Language (Use for official purposes of 
the Union) Rule, 1976 the Central Government hereby 
notifies the following Autonomous Organization under the 
Ministry of Human Resource Development, (Department 
of Secondary & Higher Education) whose more than 80% 
members of the staff have acquired working knowledge of 
Hindi:— 

Indian Institute of Management 
Vastrapur, Ahmedabad-380015 

(No. 11011-7/20G5-O.L.U.] 

_ D. P. BANDOONI, Director(O.L.) 

T 

(aftr fawn) 

(«mdlq arjptfw’t 

15 3£2O06 

3RT.3R. 2027.-^ 33113393* arfatei 1940 %t 

ma 7(2) twi teta aterra Tte softer 

te *rte % fatei 2(iv) % sipTOT 3, T?nrfl tern ^ 

33% tefirlte TPvFlf 33% 319 % TTF% % 9$ 3Rfa 

amfct^ircft tern 3 33% teller %pTmte Trar% %r 
T*H^ % T13T9 % ^93 ^3T “I : 

(1) 31. te TR 1w, 25-9-2006 

is, 9i%r*ft9n#%, 

^3*5*, <H T| U | Ul -221 005 
(3oR R^T) 

(2) %^%T9Pfa, 25-9-2006 

1tefl9>, 

%J$3 ftom %, 

25/2, dK^q T^Tlt. 9I%Z, 
dK^ ^Rl -400 034 

(3) % %. R3- ^ 25-9-2006 

^ *ffa*T (^>f9R9 9S«PlfT31), 

'25, T^T. m 39$. <W<rlVfl, 

3^ teit-110019. 


( 4 ) 8-10-2006 
3 Toh 3 ten 

TTTO3lfarlT, %3, 

3t3TH^fT 

(5) 3t. ^.%.te%, 7-10-2006 

terai, afrjterte, 

ten teteir-125001 osten) 

[ 33 . tt‘6(i )/2003-Tnn3 irate] 
1599191 * 1 , arrrnte 
MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE 
(Department of Agricultural Research and Education) 
(INDIAN COUNCILOF AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH) 
New Delhi, the 15th May, 2006 

S.O. 2027.— In pursuance of Section 7(2) of the 
A. P. Cess Act, 1940 and Regulation 2(iv) of the Standing 
Finance Committee Regulations framed by the Indian 
Council of Agricultural Research, the Governing Body 
had elected the following of its Members to the Standing 
Finance Committee for the period indicated against them 
i.e. expiry of their term on the Governing Body: 

(1) Dr. Shiv Raj Singh, 25-9-2006 

15, Bhagirathi Colony, 

Sundarpur, 

Varanasi 221005, 

Uttar Pradesh. 

(2) Shri Sudhir Bhargava, 25-9-2006 

Director, 

Agroman System Pvt Ltd., 

25/2, Tardeo A.C. Market, 

Tardeo, Mumbai-400034. 

(3) Shri I. N. L. Srivastava, 25-9-2006 

Former Secretary (A&C), 

25, NRI Colony, 

Mandakini, 

Greater Kailash Part TV, 

New Delhi-110019 

(4) ShriSuryaDeoTyagi, 8-10-2006 

Tami Mohalla, 

Sardhana, District Meerut, 

Uttar Pradesh 

A ■ + 

(5) Dr. S. K. Dwivedi, 8-10-2006 

Director, 

National Research Centre 
on Equines, Sirsa Road, 

Hisar-125 001 (Haryana) 

[F. No. 6(1)/2003-Gov. Cell] 
SUSHAMANATH, Addl. Secy. 
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HOT TffHV*! 

^ feft, 5 *l£ 2006 

2028 .-%^ wm, TR*m (ifa % jm^R 
y^^HY%f^'sr#r) fe?, 1976 %frm lo^^-fer 
(4) ^ 4iWf«4 

80 ufirem ^%fei ^i^nwf *ir ws m 
IVi^i t, ^ i 

[*t 1/1/2005-fet] 
^8, #J4*T Pl$¥l4> (urn) 
MINIFY OF WATER RESOURCES 
New Delhi, the 5 th May, 2006 
S.O. 2028.—In pursuance of Sub-rule (4) of the 
Rule 10 of the Official Language (Use for official purposes 
of the Union) The Central Government hereby notifies the 
Brahamputra Board, Guwahati, the 80% staff whereof have 
acquired working knowledge of Hindi. 

[No. 1/1/2005-lfindi] 
RAJKUMARI, DAVE, Jt, Director (O.L.) 

*lwwi ..; 

16*$, 2006 

*5T.3IT. 2029.- 4>^ (STClfaffr 

arffrftfe Hoti) 3?fafeT, 1971 (1971 *3 40) 

RRT3 

^ ^T»T (2) 3 ^ '&$R 

a*Wnm irafoRf ^ fe; ***rt frjw % 
arffc W *TfM •% TOR (3) 3 Wife 

ftHftlftflM TRHT 4>t TOO appft-appft <«n^^lRai3tf 

Rft fRPflq 44< 1 3I#I 

3lftPE tf Nf TOT IRita afo q* 

q»T WT^»t, 3Wfef s- 

FHR aqfeffi RET TOI* 

i „,.. t , rv. 

TO TOMTOM TO 

1_ % __ 3 

i. toto&, qTOroOTiRfeftfa, 

qTORT T8H qfa*q 'fafa TOTO^- 

Ogswm), spun*, x i, Ttri; u. 

giKttfei *ft*R afo^TOft -SfWl^ftq 

z ifer tojto rTOht^rrWtWi, 

^TOS 1 !! TOT RpFR ftfa TO4fo*4 '1I 7 I^< 

inTR-n, *» TOft afo $«<?>) 

qPTffi (TOftiRt) _ 4*MW1, ^Mi^l 

1458GI/06—2 


1 

2 

3 

3. 

tNtasngw, 

WT «lfe ftfa, 


■^RFfTSB qfel 

Hr 8>rafM4 41W4^- 



ui,m,iv^^t 


qfefafa, 

a^T 'swti zm\*$R 


(■qfeift^nH) 


4 

t^hr 3TT^FT, 

^ifeWsr, 


^bWit wt ’flfer 

HR-^mfM-1,11 


Tftt 



(5tK«T€) 

3hk $wi anwram 

5. 

Hr ^n^T, 

4»)4^ l WT Wl, 



«il^4 4»l4lM4 44WJ< 


wiy (qtq^yr) 

a^r^W apfWRft^ 

ft 

30^48, 



4frreiT fnfa, 

Hr <KWt»fq ,1^44181 


felWT (wft^FW) 

<41jeiwftq 4 >YhWI| 

7. 


4>)<4Wf 'SH 1^, 



Hr ^^4, Ruwy. 


HRIRiy (WftlTO) 

4U4WI4 

8. 

tNl’l 31T5W, 

4»)4RI WT f^, 


<lfe fe, 

^414 <6^4, Jiteiqflai’fi 


(3lfW3fe) 

<HjoiitO<< 4»Tcil*fi l 

9. 

Hr 3H^«T, 



qTOHtTOiRfefafa, 3^ 4>iqfaq ,^ q igCT 
, qTOPf&r(aronfe) afo*sTO 

* ^ ■- -> n 

OMIRM TOTOtt I 

la ww y zmpm, 4TOHr*rHRfe flrfa, 

qTOro^nqRfeWi, <NtaTORfaq,i6rcM 
feM(*roife) ^TOft*frER3ta*TOft 

n. ww e 3ngro> rTOto^ir Rfeftfa, 

qTOro*iPRfefirfa, HR *>wfm, 
u«iW5* (- 3 ^ 1 ) ^TOftqfoErcsfa^roft 
aww- f to TOfrfr fti 

12 . TO1TO> '4»^«T MfaKT ftPl, 

«b)fKi11 "9B ^iWl Wl, 
d!tH -e K (u^tan) ^ ^ihI ^fRw 
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2 3 

13. urn* ftfa, 

4>l<4crii 33FT ^tiU<£l 

(3TOR) 

3u<*l4*l<* «hT<riW I 

14. wr vfcm ftfa, 
Ivlwi -(SH /Hfa*** l^f^, sHfcl '’hiqWtq, 

airarcfoi «t>Tdl*t11 

15. mw* an^BRT, ^^wr^nsq^i, 

Tan *ff^zr frfa, sHfa ^rpqf^pi, i<m 

srraufa *>T«M i 

16. *jm* 3TT^SRT, ^taeTnsIR *Tfa**T ftfa, 

«bl*t<ni OlR ftfa, $Nfa c hl i lfcl'M > 

(^ affc -aFvfti) ^ ^mF Tfom affc 

3liq|tfr<l <t»iVlhl I 

from: **rmf ^ faf*Fi &FF' ^ fsm£ arcnfcr 

3rt vfom, sn^rrafa affc ^-sirarafa to ^F -stem 

3RT5^rf, ti'HIA ^Fj 1? "^TT 3*i«t> t^FT^T^fa *FF i? I 

D& 20/66/2005-^3IK3T^5^-lI ] 
tfF 3TO31?rT, ftW* 
MINISTRY OF COAL 
New Delhi, the 16th May, 2006 

S.O. 2029.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 3 of the Public Premises (Eviction of unauthorized 
occupants) Act, 1971 (40 of 1971), the Central Government 
hereby appoints the Officers mentioned in column (2) of 
the Table below, being the Officers of the Coal Mines 
Provident Fund, equivalent to the rank of Gazetted Officers 
of the Central Government, to be the Estate Officers for the 
purpose of the Act, who shall exercise the powers conferred 
and perform the duties imposed on the Estate Officers 


under the said Act, within the limits of their jurisdiction in 
respect of the following public premises specified in column 
(3) of the said Table. 

SI. No. Designation of 
the Officers 

Categories of Public 
Premises and Local 
limits of Jurisdiction 

1 2 

3 

1. Joint Commissioner, 
Div.-I Coal Mines 
Provident Fund (HO), 
Dhanbad (Jharkhand) 

All the Premises belonging 
to Coal Mines Provident 
Fund, Regional Office, 

D-I, D-II, D-III and its 
Residential Colony, 
Dhanbad. 


1 _2__3_ 

2 Joint Commissioner, All the Premises belonging 
Coal Mines Provident to Coal Mines Provident 
Fund Div.-II. Fund, Nagpur and its 

Nagpur (Maharashtra) Residential Colony, 

Nagpur. 

3. Regional Commissioner, All the Premises belonging 

Coal Mines Provident to Coal Mines Provident 
Fund Region-IV, Fund, Regional Office, 

. Coal Mines Provident Asansol-I, II, III and IV 
Fund, Asansol and Residential Colony, 

(West Bengal) Asansol. 

4. Regional Commissioner, All the Premises belonging 

Coal Mines Provident to Coal Mines Provident 
Fund, Regjon-I, Fund, Regional Office, 

Ranchi (Jharkhand) Ranchi-I, II and III and its 

Residential Colony, 

Ranchi. 

5. Regional Commissioner, All the Premises belonging 

Coal Mines Provident to Coal Mines Provident 
Fund, Jabalpur Fund, Regional Office, 

(Madhya Pradesh) Jabalpur and its 

Residential Colony. 

6l Regional Commissioner, All the Premises belonging 
Coal Mines Provident to Coal Mines Provident 
Fund, Chhindwara Fund, Regional Office, 

(Chhatisgarh) Chhatisgarh and its 

Residential Colony. 

7. Regional Commissioner, All the Premises belonging 

Coal Mines Provident to Coal Mines Provident 

Fund, Bilaspur Fund, Regional Office, 

(Chhatisgarh) Bilaspur and its 

Residential Colony. 

8. Regional Commissioner, All the Premises belonging 

Coal Mines Provident to Coal Mines Provident 
Fund, Godavari Khani Fund, Regional Office, 

(Andhra Pradesh) Godavari Khani and its 

Residential Colony. 

9. Regional Commissioner, All the Premises belonging 

Coal Mines Provident to Coal Mines Provident 
Fund, Kothageudem Fund, Regional Office, 

(Andhra Pradesh) Kothageudem and its 

Residential Colony. 

10. Assistant Commissioner, All the Premises belonging 

Coal Mines Provident to Coal Mines Provident 
Fund, Singrauli Fund, Regional Office, 

(Madhya Pradesh) Singrauli and its 

■j Residential Colony. 

11. Assistant Commissioner, All the Premises belonging 

Coal Mines Provident to Coal Mines Provident 
Fund, Sambalpur Fund, Regional Office, 

(Orissa) Sambalpur and its 

Residential Colony. 



[*n*TII—3(ii)] 


4453 


^ 27, 2006M*g6, 1928 

1 2 3 


12 Assistant Commissioner, All the Premises belonging 
Coal Mines Provident to Coal Mines Provident 
Fund, Talcher Fund, Regional Office, 

(Orissa) Talcher and its 

Residential Colony. 

13. Assistant Commissioner, All the Premises belonging 

Coal Mines Provident to Coal Mines Piovident 
Fund, Margherita Fund, Regional Office, 

(Assam) Margherita and its 

Residential Colony. 

14. Assistant Commissioner, All the Premises belonging 

Coal Mines Provident to Coal Mines Provident 
Fund, Kolkata Fund, Regional Office, 

(West Bengal) Kolkata and its 

Residential Colony. 

15. Assistant Commissioner, All the Premises belonging 

Coal Mines Provident to Coal Mines Provident 

Fund, Deoghar, Fund, Regional Office, 

(Jharkhand) Deoghar and its 

Residential Colony. 

16. Assistant Commissioner, All the Premises belonging 

Coal Mines Provident to Coal Mines Provident 

Fund, Jammu Fund, Regional Office, 

(Jammu and Kashmir) Jammu and its 

. _ Residential Colony. 

Note All premises belonging to various Areas or 
Establishments include other premises, residential and non- 
residential buildings belonging to or under the control of 
Coal Mines Privident Fund Commissioner, Dhanbad. 

[No. 20/66/20Q5-PRIW-II) 
, H. C AGARWAL, Director 

ti ra&' CTti aftr rkUPmi Umiuy 
C aro aftr 4tid*Pni* flrarnr ftnrm) 

^i 27 2006 

«fcl.3TT. 2030.-fo , l}e (Pwi 

wi -sqniR -m srrjpf sffc 

cffilWH) arfqfWT, 2003 ^ VTO 25 SRT TO ^1 
«b<4 tticfapich 1^R°I (4^410 

Rd<$RT PlHfdRsId Wnt ^ 4»MH-3 3 dfrdfeld 3tfa<blR4T 
^ "TO tTTCT-4 ^ 3T#T ’<*|4 ^ fm. WT 

(fk 1 Tt 3nfb<j»n 


TO. TOvpi 


l 

2 

3 . 

l. 

"SRI 3?fc 

fciMFI 


2 



3. 


5?|cb<l H 

(TOOT) 

4. 


(^T) 


1 

5. TO*W, * ~ IRimtd* 

6. «feRU| TO^(TOfa$l) 

7. (i) Wft 

(ii) 

(^H) 

(iii) 

whwt (3IR) 

(iv ) 

TO3T 

[rn U ^-120131/2004-WlRT] 

MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS* FOOD AND 
PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Food and Public Distribution) 

New Delhi, the 27th March, 2006 
S.O* 2Q3Qr—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 25 of “The Cigarettes and other Tahacco Products 
(Prohibition of Advertisement and Regulation of Trade and 
Commerce, Production, Supply and Distribution), Act, 
2003^^£etttra] Government in the Department of Food 
and Public Distribution hereby authorizes the officers 
indicated in Column 3 of the Table given below who shall 
be competent to act under Section 4 of the said Act:— 


S.No. Office 

-S- 

, < 

Authorized Person 

1 2 


3 


L Department of Food and Director/Deputy 
Public Distribution Secretary 


£ (Administration) 

2 S. and R. Division Deputy Director 

(including Field Offices) (Storage and Research) 

3. Directorate of Sugar Under Secretary 

(Administration) in Dte. 

of Sugar 

4. Directorate of Vanaspati, Director (Oil) 

Vegetable Oils and Fats 

5. National Sugar Institute, Sr. Administrative 

Kanpur Officer 

& Central Warehousing Manager (PCS) 

Corporation 

7. Food Corporation of (f) FC1 HQrs-GM (PE) 

India (ii) Zonal Offices-GM 

(Zone) 

? (iii) Regional Offices- 

DGM(R) 

(iv) Dist. Offices-Area 
Manager 

[F. No. D-120131/2004-General] 
S.K. SRIVASTAVA, Jt Secy. 
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3^1 2006 

vl- ’ 

* - 

W. 3IT. 2031.—WW»R ^1, ftfiffl Slfellfl 5RT ^ frlti "91 fq^K ^ 1ft iRT t 

1976 0976^160) irar to afa rpi Rmr 

(•RfST^ff ^F?f aFf^R^sT) 1987 ^ afig^T ^ 3?^ W ^RT ^T»T!«m ^ ^FTRIR 3Pftn 3Tarf^ ^ 

W*f?II *Rnj TSfrlT faftH BRfeftfif 4M^4d TfellTO TO&T T^TT; 

m Ik, Tft-17, gg*j t <w i? it anf anf Tft «wifcn , *it^ ^.firo, zm\ 

felTO~500040 ^kfe ,4 3^ T^itT^-Tft ,,,l j5^^T^ikTfe^R#^ afep^R^fe s^Tllftffl iteH 

(prefer*) wit^” t w wt) affafe 

3!3*te fe* 311^ T& ^t/09/2005/1006 M fen W t, 3gqfe WI-TI ^rft 3?fc H4»lftlfl £l pfo* 



"34RT RfeT T^> *n 2R^T qin^qq ^qifinci fekn *nnh (^R fom) 'll §«q>i ifel ^*R>, TJ^t, 4 iT9»1 MNJ51, RR 
TOST,fel^2, #3T, wiq^i 3Hf^^n3RIFTfe^Rf^^ *Rii fen TOT$l$*R»t *TOf 10^60 *Rlf BfclfeTC 11 
3ffe«m sfrt 5000 m. I1 <m<t»< u i 230 itee, fei^r i*^i sfa 50 BRfef *jtct fejniRR ^ni tost ti 

«.iTh‘i ^ y > ^’«i»'i ^ arfhffe , *refa ^ro<jpf ^ Tt itak fee it fen ^iiyiu 

aftt ■&&* mxx ^ srfafer ^t toi 36 -&pm ( 12 ) mim mfeif m ifer toI ^to ifenTOat t 
Ik -sro to k ar-pfe k ^ ipnq-TR k araifn stft fefen m T#ftR5fn, fenpi k ai^R kfc Tit RRk 3 fei 
3ffitfe Rfegf ^T fefgl fen TOT t feffa Tit *fen k it i^>, TOiffl afc »l4m«H k k?H tft ^ 

2 m ^ 5000 BR ^ ^*I?n ^ t I 

[m k ^^T?T-21(340)/2004] 

it. q ftfer -m feR 
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New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2006 

S.O. 2031. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of Automatic Filling 
Machine (Cup Filler) of “IFPL-C’ series with brand name “IFPL” (herein referred to as the said model), manufactured 
by M/s. Inpack Fabrications Private Limited., C-17, Industrial Estate, adjoining to APIIC Zonal Office, Near Coca Cola 
Factory, MoularAli, Hyderabad-500040 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/2G05/1006; 



The said model is an automatic filling machine (Cup Filler) with single or multi-cups and maximum capacity of 
5000 g. It is used for filling the non-free flowing products like salt, soji, spices, coffee powder, tea powder, detergents, 
seeds, chemicals etc. Its output rate is 10 to 60 fills per minute. The instrument operates on 230-Volts, and 50-Hertz 
alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent from opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make and performance of same series with capacity in the range 2g. to 5000 g. manufactured by the same 
manufac turer in accordance with the same principle, design, accuracy and with the same materials with which, the said 
approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(340)/2004] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY27,2006/JYAISTHA6,1928 

to toft, 28 arfe, 2006 

W. 3TT. 2032.—<£-<0^ ^JT, fqfija yiftfolft SRT 1tto£ to s^iq^'SF ^RTRIH it T FTT "ft 

fto •qrftifef xffg^r (tofttoto^nto^) w towr'Riwsrftoto, 1976 (1976 60) <r«rTW toRrcRFrer 

( hT-Sci) ^)T ^I^hIs’ 1 ) 1*PW, 1987 to dHqkft to 3p[^T "ft sftt f?r ql'd to WRl^TT1? fto d J IKlk H*lVl to 31^f^ Af At '3 C M AIsoi 
tRTRtcn ^IT^ T^tot to fto^FT hRIAhRimT Af ^PJSRT toT TRR ^RTT tolT; 

3RT:, 3W 'b'&M Wttt, tfffafftXR to qro 36 to "explRl (7) to (8) SRT TKrcT Hilton)* ^T wfo] ^FRft ^ ftsto 

?ft R?rtot fetoffa 'to A^4-4f<ii ^ctot, to/9/1, ^ W tontot, tor xto to to#, ^n w, to^to, 
3TF*^r^-382346, TpRM SRI fafafAtf *3^ *ltoR!I to (W*f?TT to-11) *?!# “to to to" *p3&\ to 3to? ^PT to%Xf, 
srararto 'cftc'R 'iH c ti< u l (£<l<rl iT4 9«6R) to nisei "^iT, f^Rlto SUS «$T *iih “ opwn M ^ (foA §^hA l$lto '3 e k1 HlT-Aci 5h"5T 

wi) to to srjto to to ip to/09/05/974 to w $, appfrr wi-fi to to y+ififid tot it 



T3RT kT&6l (ANt to <HI<^rd A<sD V*h fato A^ y<+>K ^>T *TR A<r1 STTVTfTtT tocrR <SH e b< u l (cUH 

wi) i\ tot towm «fwm22 tot^para sprit ioo m ii ^rm hihhh srtcrt (3) 2 m ti to 
sn toflfrH ■gfsRT t tospi wi utocf *w5f*hippf tota toNjepr m'rra ti 3re>m Tito (x^r 3 to) xto ton 

torm e^rtoto «RffT $i £nwv\ 230 toe to so tot wntof xnrr f*rcp tor ^ to ti 

wfftoi xto tor xft tot^ ®wtof ^ Ito to ■ft toft ^ tto At ftor 

•anxrqTi 

to tota 4 u«t>K iw aiWto ^ft t|ptr 36 to twtt (12) srt 3 iw totof ^t tor m w to»n tot t 

l^rexRT to?rxft xft ^r ym«mi>i xft topfa eto f^fHkidi snr eto fA«5fd, ^ srjrr to eto xrtot "A, ftoA 

■3^1 4i^h 1(^6 to?i ^>f ftfttor ttorw ♦, ftftoftr to ^srerr ^ ^ to to, ^«n*far to ^lAMum ^ ton to tot 
to ioo 1 kTiw*ir^toaf?f^» u f* tft to to sooo ^ soooo to ^ Af worn xtoh toner (x^r) 50 Miiw trt to 
totoPT «pRdrto f 3^“^**^ l xio *, 2 xio 5 xio*,tot, to *hw* ^ ^jto» ^?prto 

*1 - 

[m to TS5^X?T-2l(205)/2004] 

to, x^ fw nqf ft , f?rto > ', w* fam 
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[vnHH—?gprg 3(jj)]W^TTT^m : ^ 27, 2006/^5 6, 1928 

NewDelhi, the 28th April, 2006 

S.O. 2032 .—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; :i . 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of high accuracy (Accuracy class-II) and brand name “KRISHNA” 
and series “KTT” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Shree Mahalaxmi Digital Scale 
Mfg. Co., B/9/1, Nandi Park Society, Behind noble High School, Krishna Nagar, Saijpurbogha, Ahmedabad-382346. 
Gujarat and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/974; > 

The said model (see the figure given below) is a load cell weighing instrument with a maximum capacity of 
22 kg. and minimum capacity of 100 g. The verification scale interval (e) is 2 g. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent 
subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The instrument 
operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 



In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, die Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of similar make and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg. and with number of ^verification 
scale interval (n) indie range of 5000 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg. or more and with ‘e’ value 1*10*, 2x10* or 
5 xl0\ k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the srune manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been 
manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(205)/2004] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY27,2006/JYAISTHA6,1928 

28^,2006 

2033.-^^I ^T, fafecT TITfTOTft TO m 1*F?R ^ W TOTTO 

fo»TO!'fc'lte4^ftf?r'*TfeFr (43^^ 3n^T^f) TO 3fa TO TO^ 1976 (1976^»T60) TOTO sfaTO'HTTO 

(to# ^t 3 ^ 31^0 1987 4 to*# 4 f afa i % mtok si4to # mfo 3 4 <*<m nfea 

TO4ff afa TITO Tt*IT; 

3RT:, 3W, «***{ta w«i>k,TO 1 SlfafTOT# TO 36 # ^-TOT (7) 4* (8) SRTTITO Vi(«H^TTFjfr ^>4^ 

wfem te*r, ^\z tf. 123, 7 m4 to, 4^r 3i#,teiro to ftrnWd ^^raf m (TO«far*pf-n) ^ 

^*ferTO 4 3tor #fc?r, 3 tcto#rt 4ro twi (iro tfqsro) 4 *feri*T, ftre# to ^i to TOr” i (f*# 
TO* W^TOT #5*1 ^FTTO^) 3?kf^ 3ig4FT f*F* 3nf 1^4/09/05/33 fTOT TO i, cH^H TO^T-^T 

, *ii('0 Twrftici *m<{) $ i 



34d mT-SCI To TH»K «BT 1C TR *)<n 3HVrftd 3R^##T (<^C1 #T TT4»k) <j4«*»< u i $1 §«<*») <JlfW«b<lfl 

m® 30 fo. m t 3?fc ^tot 5 tot ioo m ii wh toh srrist (f) ^bt to 2 m ti to** to 3u^cb -gf^r t 
P*^«hl "YIcT *fa*m *nft3 SU^RJeFT TITOs) TOT^T 3cu4<*> snIs (TO 3 4) TFvtf #TO HftuiW 

h 3MTO»T 230 4^3, 50 TIcTOcff TO f^T TITO m ^FPf TOO tl 

A«l x ^Z 4 1JJUTO 4 3lldU^ TOfa 4t =b4i^l eqqfcltf 4 ^ 41#$ 4 4d«K 14HI ^OTOI 

3?k ^0^ wqiK^S 3rf^fTOi # TO 36 ^/OT-TO (12) TOUTO 5fl(«M4T^>T314*1 ^F>#^ W wNl«ll TOft f 
f^» 3«ki *hTs?i 4 # '5^1 4 3^f*fcf ^F# fqPi*iJcil SRT '3# f^^KT, 4 ^^tlK 3?k "3# «imjI) 

^T-sci ^JI RiPiftn 1*TO to $, ^PiWa '3# ^rli # TO4ff 3lk TOfTOR 4 d^FT TOTO^ 4"?4# 

ift.m 3 so fa.m to “i" to 4 %r? ioo ^ 504)00 to 4 ^si 3 whom toto smro (i^) afk 100 fkm -m 

3lflTO 4 **f ” TO 41#S 5/KX) ^ 50 w ^ ^ 4 TOm TOTO 3RITO (TO) 50 1*01 TO # 3lftlTO*T TOST 
n# t afk^^’TO l xio*, 2 xio %- *n5 xio*,4t,4 TOcto^ittotcto gj#i>-* it^ pi4ii 

[^T. Rt ^3^TO-21( 141 )/2004] 

4. H. ^TPp, I^TO, MTO TO faro 





[*fl*TII-^P*g3(ii)3 


vm *FT TF3m ; 27, 2006 Mm 6, 1928 


4459 


New Delhi, the 28th April, 2006 

S.O. 2033.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of non-automatic weighing instrument 
(Table top type) with digital indication of “SS-JP” series of high accuracy (Accuracy class-II) and with brand name 
“WEIGHT-PLUS” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Samhita Systems, Plot No. 123, 
Gayatri Nagar, Moula Ali, Hyderabad and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/33; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell principle based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top 
type) of high accuracy with a maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of 100 g. The verification scale 
interval (e) is 2 g. It has a tare device with a l00 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode 
(LED) display indicates the weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 V, 50 Hertz alternative current power 
supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg. with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 100 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of Img. to 50mg. and with verification scale interval (n) in the 
range of 5,000 to 50,000 for ‘e* value of 100 mg. or more and with ‘e’ value 1 * 10 k , 2x10 k or 5xlO k , where k is a positive 
or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same 
principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(141)/2004] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 


1458 GI/06—3 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY27,2006/JYAISTHA6,1928 
M 28 aifo, 2006 

W. 3TT, 2034,- ^d ft q WsFK PIT, RffacT UlRpSKt ~m ^ WF fat PX ftw ^ ^ PPWH 

%P?RT R 1 #4pflfa PfS?T Tji an^T fa) PTS 3?R PR PPPF pfaRlPP, 1976 ( 1976 Prt 60) PPT PTS 3?R PR T TH^‘ 

() Rtpp, 1987 ^ strtfpf ^ arj?^ 1afR 15 P prt -eft iwiT t % mm ppRt araft R iter 

W*fal PR1J T^TT 3=^T Wr 9RR*lfdPf R RpT Wd PPdT 7#PT; 

3TcT:, PTO36 Pft^-PKT (7) afa (8) ^ 

«Hfgai Rp^p, Wt p. 123,pmt w, 4 rt a^ft, t^rarc stp tefaRfappfarn (ppr*forp*f-il) fa "pppp-'<ft''ft" 
?j^n ^ ara^r *jpp Pk^, apppiRm pRh ^prp (i<rWr 4 to) ^ pish pit, fafa ufe p»t ptp "^z t <tp‘’ £ (faR 
jfa pfea "ww t) afp-faR arjptei ffa an i "st/09/05/34 yn^Riid torwt a^nM wp-pp 

PlR afft yohiRm t - ! 



3<KI *iTsd ^*b R*«^fl *1*1 M°bK PIT HK aiTPlftcT (M«bl<) 4i* e l'«1lRlC1 Ctld*1 <SHPkP ^ I 
SIPPI 600 for. HI. $ afR -4HdH SPRI 2.5 Pt ti PRPRP HIMHH 3RRRT (^) PIT PFT 50 PT. tl XRT amfcfiJcH t 

fp p?n -m yfdVM *m?HicPd> ptRp ain^dH ppip 11pprro ■spite (t^t i ~3) fai citeR mRpih ^ppftfa pipit 
ti aqpr< p 230 faz, 50 s^sf wmft pip te^ci pptp pr Pite pipit ti 

«fNn pfe p> *^5vi«*»H pi aiRiR^d p^ftd pit ^hc^I p> <sild^ ^ <1®^ ^ Ri^ ^ Rfrft *rrtprTi 

alR ttpfpc <s<w arfVRppr ^>t ^trt 36 (12) ski y^cd <f>r 3 ptRt mI^ u ii °FP?ft ^ 

1 ^> "3^t hT'Sci W iini^i-^R ^ arcpte <4^ "teteRter fiki cRft Ri^id, te^n?^ ^ ai^K 3^k Fn^nrl ^ f 

arjpH^r ■rTs^t R^RiRid f^?i w t, Rifdf4d ^gRT ^ ^ i\ 'fa, w«Rn affc ^ iwi *ft#t ioo 

500^ i ( ooo ■RTqpRateriR (TR)Trf^ 50 1,000 

%.m cRTarfv^pr sprt^ l xio^,2xio % m5 xio*,^t,^ ^r^-qirq^ ^pif^r^r^p 

^ Wi<rM t\ 

[m U ^^T^-21 (141 )/2004] 
^t. Pl^l«T), ’tefXRT PR fqfll'l 


hj. 
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New Delhi, the 28th April, 2006 

S.O. 2034 .—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of “SS-PP” series of high accuracy (Accuracy class-II) and with brand 
name “WEIGHT-PLUS’* (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Samhita Systems, Plot 
No. 123, Gayatri Nagar, Moula Ali, Hyderabad and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/34; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) 
with a maximum capacity of 600 kg. and minimum capacity of 2.5 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 50g. It has 
a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the 
weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg. and up to 1,000kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 5,000 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg. or more and with ‘e’ value of 
1x10", 2x10“ or 5x10", where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved 
Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(141)/2004] 
P. A KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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Rf 1^ft,4 Rf, 2006 

^5T. 3TT. 2035. —mi, fafeci UTfa«6l(l igRT Rd 3TRJ<T Rh 1<? tR faRR <*><.•} R> RS RRTRR d RRT i 
%Rmr1fa2dRfrfaRfeR 1976 (1976 ^T60) rrt rk 3?d rir RHm 

(RT^fa' ^^44) ftRR, 1987 d RWlf d 3 T 5 ^ t dd ?R RM mt $ fa » 3 ldR mt 

RRldcTT RRT^ fafa sffc ^N?P(f d Wjmi fan r^r RR3T fa*TT; 

3RT:, 3Tg, d^fammu, ^ 3lfafa?Rmt RRT 36 mt ‘3R-VRT (7) afa(8) 5RT Wm ?lfafa RTT RRWmfafafa 

dsr dfn faffas, 568, fa?R, dR-v, ^dd, sffarm-122016 srcr faftffa to RRteffii sd (RRidm sd-iii) 

RK^ " afadfad” d 3fam ^JRR fafa, 3RRRlffal dcrR "^RRR 0 ! (faRdfa RmR) d» Rfe^I *^»T, faRfd HT5 R>T *TIR 

44 dfai (fadsfaf$Rd-q^T^^RT rtsr msr rrt t) aidfadsr^d^rfasanfmrdt/ 09 / 2006 / 216 RRg^ftmfam rrt 

t, 3T^wV<4 RRTtfT-R? '^rid aid JJmifad RRcfr tl 



^mr dfecr t^ft fa^r ’fa Rmd ^t rr far sTT^ffa 3RR*nfa<T faff (faerfar wm) 1 1 arfdfffR 
30 fafa m i aid w ioo m ii wm* iw 3 irrm ( 3 ) 5 mil ^d ^ awfagm ^far i faRmr m 
dfaM oq^-^RTruRR mfdr and^^n rrrt i i w?T3m^faOTfe dt) msffaffRffamaRfafa mien i i • sqm^ r 
230 fa 2 , 50 ^pqrarii RRT faS^T W R 3 ^RTF ti 

Hffapr fas fa dfa mfa d arfaffai r#t fa d fm. fad md d fad d ffa d dfafa fam 

^ttt air iqfa^ ^f%z », fasRi 3 nf 4 d ^ d ^frf gffad^ h fa^rr ^rr i 

3^^^T=R^^3d^^R^t^36^t-3g-qRT (12) ?RT ^Nf SIT 3lddT ^ ^ dtW t 
fa> t<3kt dfseT "d ar^dr^ 'd f^r "d aradcr "3dt fafaRfa ski "3dt d' ar^R dd "3dt d, fand 

a'Ki af^diidd disci falfaifa fa^ri ’ftt i, Id Id id d cfdt *j^hi d dd dm, "^pndm ad^ mpJqroR ciid*i ^qmpq dt cT j l di 
ioo td. m d 2 mR ^ <4 ^ tt rh ^ ioo d 10,000 tim mt fa dRcRm rirrh mm (tfi) dd 5 mRm - 3 Rd aifam 
^ u i n rr ^ faR 500 d 10,000 mt fa d Mm rirrr mm (tr) ^ffar 50 f m ^- u i R ?rm mt 
aifamciR ^Rmmd i dd 4 T'RH 1 xio *, 2 xio *415 xio % ,'dt, fa mn?Rmm'spqRRm dptfmm ^ 
i 1 

[mi d. Sm^RR -21 (41 )/ 2006 ] 
d. r. fafam, fafam rtr fen 





[Will-tare 3(ii)] 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 2006 

S.O. 2035. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval non-automatic weighing instrument 
(Table top type) with digital indication of “ID-P” series of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) and with brand name 
“CAS” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufectured by M/s. CAS Weighing India Limited, 568, Udyog 
Vihar, Phase V, Gurgaon, Haryana-122 016 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/216; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of 100 g. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 g. It has a 
tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the 
weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50Hz alternative current power supply. 



In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg. with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 100 mg to 2 g and with verification scale interval(n) in the 
range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e* value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 * 10*, 2x10* or 5x10*, where k is a positive or 
negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, 
design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(41)/2006j 
P. A KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal* Metrology 
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^ 4 2006 

TSRT. 3R. 2036. W^K 37T, fafFd TnfofTtft £RI ^ 'SRFg^T ^ fTOH wti UHI9H llwi 

1976 (1976^pt60) m\^z sfa rtcrfrft 

( 4i4df 3^xte) fom , 1987 <£ <£ t w^tct ^ wrapfl i % wtrtk 

<4<Hi4ni "5RT^ «sl«ii 3lfa WTR hRIwRi^T ^ 3RR «h«ii T^HT; 

3RT:, 3Rf, ^ STfafTOR*IRI 36 ^T-^RT (7) 3?k (8) 5RT *iflw4T^T3Pfrr^^ 

TRt^T r, ^ft-oi, fadWH, t*TTC R. 38, +kriMI, W, &VWK-76 5RT R«RT (?TOT*faT 

cpf-III) ,, 'Q^T 3TT^ sjSTcTT^ 3T3^TTJ^TRf?cT, SR^rfRcT cfT?R <JH<*K U I (^R3T3TR) ^ hTs<?i ^T, TO 

^TRFT "RfcR” t ■*#5^T Wwt) SFJifa-T 31^ H?T ^t/09/06/152 tw^&w 

T^fztt tftt i, arpte 3Rm-^ -snft affc u+ififki ^R?rt ti 



sTFr^T^ra ci^R 3W«! (^f?R) t 1 srffcpRrc mm 50 ^ sfr $Rmr 200 %. m t 1 

■Ho^lMH M I H^R 3RRM (3) ^FT RFT 10 %. UT. h WT7T (TRT i ^t) TP^f #?R 4M4fefd TO t I 

‘3^T^RT a T 230 qlctt 3fa 50 #<^4 yrqjqdl ^TRT Rl€Jd 3RRT "dT **>i4 «Mdl ^ I *TR 'I'd U^hK ^T 1? I 

wRm'i ^ ^r^ ^ 3(RiR<w rstH ^ ^ ^ I^rit 

•sm^rn 

3fa ih^il 4K4iK «IRI 36 ^t ^T-^IRI (12) 3RT3RoT VlRKl4T ^T3R^T ^ ^Rcft t 

Rf) ■i'W ■hTsCI ^ Vi ^ JIHI y l — ^ 4<li f^PlHlcil SKI <3^rff Rl^&ICI, fS'*U5*1 ^ ■3ff^3R 3^ tllHiH Pd^lt^ 

3H^Hlf^c1 ^T fqPi^T’Jt Rt»*ii TRTf ■§■, I«|fiWd ^Odl ^ 4«6, d'HI^Jdt 3if[T 't>l4mci*l ^ ci^ci’l <iH«t>< u l Rt e)* J l Rl 

5 %.3n, ^T 3TftRT ^ << ^” RR 500 ^ 10,000 cEE ^ ^5f 4 4fRf FR HHHH (TR) 3RR1R R%cT 5 ^ ^ 3lf*^ sfft 

150^rf^^ 3lf«RRR^n^^f sfft'T’RR 1 xlO *, 2 xlO * ^ 5 xlO*, ^ t,^ SHKHtf ^T»7TRRj 
^ 1 1 

[rn R. ^rT^-2l(08)/2006] 
4t. <J»w||*p ( Ih^w>, Wrt rr ton 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 2006 

S.O. 2036.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing instrument 
(weighbridge type) with digital indication belonging to medium accuracy (Accuracy class III) of “SIWB” series with 
brand name “SRIVEN” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Sriven Industries, G-OI, 
Devishree Nilayam, Plot No. 38, Snehpuri Colony, Nacharam, Hyderabad-76 and which is assigned the approval mark 
IND/09/06/152; 





The said model is a non-automatic weighing instrument (weighbridge) with a maximum capacity of 50 tonne 
and minimum capacity of 200kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 10 kg. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent 
subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The instrument 
operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. The load cell is of strain gauge type. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and up to 150 tonne 
with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5 kg or more and with V value of I * 10 k , 
2x10* or 5x10*, k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer 
in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has 
been manufactured. 


[F. No. WM-21(08)/2006] 
P. A KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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M 4 2006 

3TT. 2037.—Tft^K 33, faffltl 3nf*RITTt 3FCT 3^ "97<R favtK 3*3 ^ TRT3H T^ "W t 

fa Wft^3*3fnfa'Rf5R 1976 (1976 33 60) W 3R 3?fc-RT3 R337 

(^fetf 33 3T3Rfaf) falR, 1987 ^ S3S*flf ^ 3T5^T $ 3?R 3R 3Tt WRT % fa eFTRR Tlfal 3ft 3Rfa 3* *ft W 3fepT 
3*ngfa *RR T^TT 3?k WFT MftfaM 3 33T 3m 33R1T tS3T; 

m: 3ifafam3ft m 36 ( 7 ) 33 (8) skhrcct g i fawT 33 wfa 3rri^frref 

3TRTfR 51 “52, ^ 3T?H^l<qT^ ifs. i^<i, 7P3§Nr-3T3eTT Tfe, T2fa £1 <jH 3* «ih 4, ■*Ti«i hI^i, nm «ii*<^, f*i<ni 

3KT fd|Rf^d -R&W 3«tf*RT (3*?l*fa3if-III) 31^ “3.-27" i T^T ^ m i trlH I ^33 3Tffa cftcR 39 3 H» » 3 <£Th*<H 

Mr *^<rf3l4 TT^R ^ 3f5R 33, fa^fa ITS 33 3TR “3ffaR” f (fa$ ^f ^*fa 3*31^333 *fcr 3T?T 33T t) sftl fa3 
^FJ-Rfal 3TTf 1R ^t/09/06/214 fa 41 T FTT 3FJtj)<\ , I yH) u l—H>) '4lfi 3^ "JI33fa3 ®h<ol ^ I 



-Rfe^T 3R33lfa3 TOT ($4Ufa<rl ^ f$R £ 33JTC 33) $ I # thUfl<& fasR fy^' ^ 3fl3lfR 
f I ^FT3ft STfaRTR STRcTT 30,000 fam afa ^HdR SRcIT 100 fa. 3T. t I R<3NH RNHH 3RRR (f) 33 -RPT 5 fa. 31 t I 
TStf ^fal % fa^faT YRT UfalcT ^ Rie FR R4> 3TT$3geR TO t I 

WlfufiJ fa?3ft7faf3Rft ^ Slfafaf 3#T 3ft 33R^ mkbkT %{ 3lft 3 Tfaft %lj*ft TJ tm t fa3T 

■STTtnTTI 

3?fc 4»*4)3 7TRF3T <s < m 3TftPi^M ^ ^TRT 36 ^ <jh*Iki (12) STO imon ^iPkih) ^jT r^Vj eRT^ ^ W ^ c t w !l cp^Ht ^ 
f*t> ’^ c ki hTsci ^ yHi^m ^ STcRfcT fqpi^lfni ski <st[l Ri^&in, fe'*ii^*i ^ 3 ij^ik 3^ <j^[| TTlRlft I^RT^ 

hT-5^1 ^>T PihWi 7 PH IqfifUci ^<acii ^ ^ ?t *)«t», <i«fl4di 3?^ ^ji4hiq 1'1 ^ dlc?H 3y<+>^ *rt t?T J ) 

5 fem ^T -3^ 3Tf«R» ^ u i" -RR ^ iRT? 500 ^ 10,000 cRi^ ^ 4 -H^NH 9IMRH 3RTIR (TR) ^#cl 5 33 ^ 3?fe 3^ 
100 33cR>^3rfM3RHOTff^t 3fk‘ 4 ^ M ^TR 1 xlO * 2 xlO * 'RT 5 xlO*, ^ f^ R3l c* R> "RT ^ W rH4> 

I 

[TT. n S^TR-21 ( 56 )/2006 ] 
A fn^RT, Wrt *m f^pf 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 2006 

S.O. 2037. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument mechanical weighbridge-steelyard type with analogue indication belonging to medium accuracy 
(Accuracy class III) of “No. 27” series with brand name “JONSON” (herein referred to as the said model), manufactured 
by M/s. Jenson India, 51-52, New Amdavad Ind. Estate, Sarkhej-Bavla Road, Opp. Steel Town, Village: Moraiya, Tal: 
Sanad, Dist. Ahmedabad and which is assigned the approval mark END/09/06/214; 



The said model is a non-automatic weighing instrument (mechanical weighbridge-steelyard type) based on 
the principles of compound levels with a maximum capacity of 30,000kg and minimum capacity of 100kg. The verification 
scale interval (e) is 5kg. It has a tare device with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and up to 100 tonne 
with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5kg or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 * 10 k , 
2xlO k or 5xl0\ k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer 
in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has 
been manufactured. 

IF. No. WM-21(56)/2006] 
P. A KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 


1458GI/06—4 
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R$ 4 R$, 2006 

<*>l. SIT. 2038.—R3RJR «FT, fa fed uifact>Rl SRI il'Kja Rm)<£ RT fRRR dR't R> RYRTc( RF RRTRFT Ft RRJ $ 
% dRdftRt2 3 Rfafa RfeH (Rt3 Rt Rf 3U<4jfei ^f) RfedfkRTR RFR? drfRlWT, 1976 (1976RJT60) cWI 
(Rfetff ^13134^0 ftRR, 1987 ^ FRRR? ^ dTJFR t 3?R FR RKT R?t RRRRT i fa Wmi RRfa 3R*fR 3 *ft W *#S?T 
RRRfcn rrir t^rt afa ftftFT Mfi fi RftHT ^srt ^rt to rrst #m; 

3TcT: 3RR fK«w<, d«w 3Tfafa<HH R>t ^TRT 36 Rft "3R-VRT (7) 3?R (8) Ski xsrci 4fifa<i<it R>TRRW RR?t 4*rcl 
RtftR> Rrs*R, RR^\ Wr'SM, RR. *ya*[ Tfa Rft. 1, ^cniswI-RlTdR, «fa<r?k-560015 "SRI fafaP4d R®W RRfadl 
(RRT*faR*f-III) RRt “rRRR" T^fcTT<£ dfaRT^RRRfecT 3R qRf fcld 3 R W1 (3TER) ^RfeRRR, fajfa 
RTFRRRTR t (fa£ F*fa R^RT^BRR ROT RiFT RRT t) 3^ fa£ fTF 3H$ RR ^09/2006/253 

tWtftfVw faRT rrt i, 3T3*te rrpr-rst *iRt afa y+ifeid RRcfr i i 



3RR RferT R<F fa^cT *fa R^R RiT RR ifa dTIRlfaT dRddlPdd (fan TOR 3RFK) $ I F*fat 3?fTSFR 

fflRdl 30 fa.RT. i 3?k ^J5dR «JRc(T 100 TIT. t I RcRim MIMMH (f) 5 TITR t I TRT 3RT^R^R t falR«*.l RF 

TifcmcT «qaRii?Rrc*R» vifei 3infcgrR tot 11 Rssm d<R*fa 4i4U (tj?t f ^t) r^ RfaR rE^iir dmEtd w 11 sto*#i 
230 Rtr£ 3?R 50 F^f MrMWdI RRT fagd W RT RJRpRRdT t I 

V l TH J l ^ RlcT RR^ ^ dlPdRdd R#R RjRJ'Jpf SRFRf ^ ^ 3 ^ Rt R^RR t^RT 

Rrn^n afR Tfer ^ rtr^, w^t, -fe^r, Rfe ^rhhr , Rf%R Ir^ht anfR ^ ~^r yR^n r I^frt rt r^~ i 

dfR e^Rf RTR5R "3RR rR}Ri^H cpt RRT 36 R>t ‘3R-RRT (12) SRT RR«T ^iPkimT R>T rRRt RR^ RF RfauTf <61c0 ^ 
iRT "3RRT RfecT ^ ^ ^R URFTT^ ^ 3RpfcT TRt iRpHHicll £RT '3Rt f04ld, fS^l^d ^ 3FJRR 3?R '3Rt RRRft fvffR^ 

df^HlP^d Rfe^T R>T PqPd4«l iRTUT RRT t, RlPlWd ^Rt JJjRRrfT ^ ^ Ft ^FT, RRRfdT 3?R cFFf'TRR ^ cff^R 44d>l°T Rt Fft ^t 

100 ft. RTR ^ 2 RTR ^ “f‘ RFT ^ %R 100 3 10,000 <FF ^ RWIMH RNRR 3RRRT (R 5 !) 3?^ 5 TfFTRTFR^ 3TftR> 
^ 4< f‘RH^t^R 500 ^ 10000 ?R> R*t 3 RcRFR RNRH 3RRW (TO RfFF 50 t^efalR R^t 3Rftw? ^RFT RRt ^ 
ak"<*'RRl xlO *, 2 xlO * RT 5 xlO % , ^ f, # RHTcR^ RT ate«IIW«b ^ ^ # I 

[RTt. R. F^RR-21(52)/2006] 

Rt. T PH^Idj, ftftRi RIR ROT 


f 


■" • *’ t ‘ 1 


•* •••►■’ 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 2006 

S.O. 2038. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the. prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure givjen below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class III) of series “SS” and with 
brand name “D-Sonic” (hereinafter referred to as the said modfel), manufactured by M/s. Sonic Systems, Raghvendra 
Building, S. Mukheiji Road, K. G. Halli, Jalahalli-We&t, Bangalore-560 015 and which is assigned the approval mark 
IND/09/06/253; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30kg and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be.changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50kg with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg to 2g and with verification scale interval (n) in the range 
of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and with V value of 1 * 10 k , 2xlO k or 5x10*, k being the positive or negative 
whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design 
and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(52)/20O6] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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®FT. 3IT. 2039.—*U«bK “FT, fafFcT 3nfa«m0 "gRI ‘SR^tT TC "^TR# ^ ^ UHI^M Ft 7 F7T 

^ "3°RT frTt^ "4 'RTST^T ( 41^ 3Tig>fa ^<st ) ^T2 afa Hi4 ^H«t> arfaffaRT, 1976 ( 1976 “FT 60) F*Tf «TT Z 3fa HIH 

*TFRT (Tferff eFT srpteF) f^ ( ]987^3WT?^3Tg^t afafg^^Ft t fa FR[ RU ifafr 3P?fa^ 

TIT^T ^TTTT T#iT alt? Wh hRI^RthT 3 3Hg4d TffaT 1RH “FRT T#TTT; 

3R:, 3RT, W&K, 3Tfa1WT VKT 36 '3>l7PT-*TTCT (7) afa^-STRT (8) 5RT 3T5R V f fafqT “FT ifafr 

IR, fafa sm v^rfaro, 7m, mfaRR^Tte, ^p-670002 , srt faffar ^ (w*fcn vf-n) 

^ “‘O; i-^ ^ $ 3M 7£H 'RfFcT, ^Wlfdd, cftrR 3H+<u| 3RFR) ^ RFS^T *FT, flRT^ FTF “FT FFT 

“am”f (fafa ^'mmjm RfeR^ fft i) afaspptor fwz an$ tr^ t/09/2006/156 qqgffira %qr 
't'., 3 i^hK’ 1 X*il u T "R? ^TRt 3?R <6<ol "t'l 



■3^T RfeR fa“F>ft fa»T 1RTK ^FT *TR im 3TTOTft<T 3^^#TcT (^FcT ZR TOl) rftrR '3WRT $| 3TftRRR «m 
30 %.m 3?R '^t'ciH TOT 100 m tl WH TOFT 3RRM (3) “FT RR 2 TTPT ’fcl TR? 3>TTSRcpR 'gfaT f RfW 7RT 
9ft *m -mcBim snfar a*i&j<jcR w ti wtt 3cu 4+ ^rcte (trt i ^t) tt^r 'tfvm wfVft ^rft ii ^ttot 
230 50 F^T acqiqflf *TKT fai^o TRRT Rt cpfa «t><df ^1 

wPhm ^ ^ ^nrzgrjf MjqgKT ^ %^r ^ Tt^ ^ 4Tt6T<M^ I^TT 

-RfSR ^ TTTRTft, ^«TT«%T, TTfe 4I4JJM ftMTFR f^ffT 3nf^ TTctf ^7 ^Rqf^d/MR^fi Rf ifi f^TT 

^l^lll 

sfk m^n FcRT 3Tf«rfWT ^ *TKT 36 ^ft^?-^RT (12) ‘SRT'SRoT “FT TPTRT ^ ^ ^Ttm ^FRcft 

t TfF^T $ 37gtto •£ ^T W^T.^ ^ 3RrfcT T# f^PTM^TI ‘SRT T# f^STcT, fe^TlfT ^ 3Tg^R 3^ B7# 'FTPT?ft ^ 

3T^Rtt^tT T TTFrT “FT 'ftrTf ^FTT f, ftFiina 37# 9 f^RTT ^ ^ "^t "^F, 3?R ^i^TW ^ fltTrH TITO 

itt 1 ft. m. 3 50 fa m (RT “3" TR ^ #TR 100 3 50,000 clef* ^ft ^ 3RRRT (XpT) alk 100 fa. 

m ■ZTT 3Tfag> ^ ,4 t 4 ' RR ^ fanj 5000 ^ 50,000 cR» ^3f Tf ^tim ttr 3KRm faFTT 50 far.UT. F«F ^ 3Tfa^rW 
am ^ f 3fa ‘ 4 ^" ttr i xio *, 2 xio * *tt 5 xio % , ^ t, # <Rrm ^ ^tpw gprf^ ^ ^ •% ii 

[m ^r. F^gip-21(15 )/2006] 

i 

A TZ. fwngft, fa^RF, faftRF ~m fa?TR 


I 


(h. . 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 2006 

S.O. 2039. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of high accuracy (Accuracy class-II) of series “AE-JP” 
and with brand name “AMANA” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Amana Electronics 
Malabar Tower, Thalipparambhu Road, Kannur-670 002, Kerala and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/ 
2006/156. 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a 
tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle etc. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lmg. to 50 mg. and with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 5000 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of 100 mg or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 *l0 k , 2xlO k or 5xlO k , 
where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the sanfe manufacturer in accordance 
with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been 
manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(15)/2006] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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M toft, 4 2006 

W. 3TT. 2040.TIM 3FT, fato tonffift ^RT ^ 7T^[cT TR ftoR TOCft W RTTOTFT 

% T=f qf^rn Jfeei (to ^ ^ SlTffnto) W to TOT TORf> totoW,1976 (1976 60) cWT W 3^T TOT *1H4) 

(^feff 3T^fe) ftol, 1987 3T^f eFTRTRirfRT^ Rt^RTTfer 

^HTtr toff to fafto Hr<R^fr1^T 4M^4d to TO ^TO! to; 

3tt:, 3T^, tofa <h<<*k, tolftoT *TRT 36 ^fft TRT-tJRT (7) to (8) SRT TR^rT Jflfauif ^T ton nto 
3^ ^<*jTPiq^, WR ^RR, <H<riWH\Tte, ^=£-670002, tor 5TCT ftffa Rt^R wto M (TOTTto to-III) to 
"to-^ 4t” *j<st?ll ^ 3T3v3F> TJTO ton, SR^rfeTTT, ton dM<^< u l (^cTZN R^TR) eft RTW ^7T, fato to ^TT RTR “ 3RFTT H 

i (fto to ^to tonr w nm t) to fto argito fto an$ xr=r to9/2006/i57 tor wi, 

argto to nn to to y<*tod tot it '■' \% 



■a^r tonr fq^Pa to to nrr rr to amnftn aR^tora (tor to ttctr) ton ^tra^nr ti ^tot arftoror 8 ttot 
30 f^.m to ^JWT STTOT 100 TOT fl TOTRR TOR 3TRRRT (|)^TnH5nwtl to? ^ anto^cm gfacT ^ ttoFT TTcf 
3Tto?r ^nwniRRn tor anto<j<rH wm ii nnim ^tor tote (w i to nto ton mRuiih ^feld nroi %\ awm 

230 ark 50 ?to RcRitof rrt to nr to RRm ti 

torn to ^ ijtom ri - arfnftor ton to swsitf ri to tori ^ tori ri to toppr to ton ^mpn 
to tote^r to TOrcft, wton, ftorr§H, Tito ^fttot ftoron fteto ato to to nr tototo/tottoto to' ton 
*mpni 

to toto wrr ir^r torftor .^rt 36 ^'sr-^rt (12) ^rttt^ctt toto^n ton ^rf riR» ' ii ^to 
i % to Rfto ^ argton ri to ^ artor to toton ^rt to tton, ton^n ri arg^TR to to ynto ^ 

fnto arjRtto tton ton w f, ftorto to ^jton ^ ^ # to, Rrnto to «t>i4 ' M i dd ri ton 

^rtot ri to ^rt 100 fn. m ri 2 m cT4? n $ n tot ri to 100 ri 50,000 w* ^ft t^r Hi h^tph hhmr i tow (t^) 
to 5 TTOR] toi arftori “^’-Rnritosoori 10,000 n?r^t^r 4 rr afnw ton 50 ^n.m n^n-qft ato s 

TO TO to t to“^” TOT 1 xlO *, 2 xio % -RT 5 xl0 % tof, ^ TORF m '55 TI TR t T^» gto ^ 7|^T ^ 

[rn U ^^T^r-21(15 )/2006] 
ri. -q. fTtuiigfri, Pn^ich, Mto tot Itor 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 2006 

S.O. 2040 . —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of series “AE- 
TB” and with brand name “AMANA” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Amana 
Electronics, Malabar Tower, Thalipparambhu Road, Kannur-670 002, Kerala and which is assigned the approval mark 
IND/09/2006/157. 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5g. It has a 
tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machin e 
for fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit Hiagram j 
working principle etc. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of 100 mg. to 2g. and with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 * 10*, 2xlO k or 5x10*, where 
k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with 
the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(15)/2Q06] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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3^ 4 2006 

W. 2041.-4^^1 7H4>I7 371, "kfe Tnfa3>Kt ^RI 37^ 377J3 37 f33T7 377^ ^ 3*41^ "3F 7131313 3311 

fawf7*fl23"3fof3"RT5?T ^3^3^31337^31333, 1976 ( 1976 371 60) TT«IT 313 3?|7 313 31337 

("RTSctf 371 ) tWT, 1987 *wflf ^ 313*73 f 3?R ^71W 3?t 7131331 t f37 ?T31317 Wl 3lt afe 4f 4t 333 3fe 

33T4cT 1 33T3;7*kll 3?k faftH 3f7f7»lf33f 4 '41^«W 7Nl 3313 37731 7^31; 

am:, 3m,7173717,333aifafm3rt 3 tti 36 3it333171 (7) 3?R (8) m 33m"¥ iRmrY 3333 k3ik^Titf 
3nmr g^ i fow , Riermu 3137, dMHm^ Tte, 37=17-670002 , kmr srci kflfci 3«m 3*ii*fcii 3*f (w«f3T ^f-m) 3i^ “n 
3 k ^ afe? ^33 TiflicT, ai733ife, nfe hwj (t^rtM 33717) ^ *fer 37i, fek nis 371 313 “anfe t 

(377^3*313; 333 kfecf 37*13311) 3lk fe 3/^Rl<4 f^FS 3TT^ 1*3 ^/09/2006/l 58 TTR^^fe fel 331 f, 3Fpfc3 
SRfn33 "51171 ak y«biftw «t><.al $1 



333 tfei ^ ^ 33717 371 *37 ^i amnfm arwmfe (^<d4>i4 3337 ) 3fe tow it ^Ft 3ifecm 

mm iooo fom aik mm 4 fern ii 7R3I33 wr 3rttm (3) 371313 200 m ii ?7rk' ^ amknjcff gfsRT £ 

f5R1371 m 3f3?T3 mcHxHHIrH* 3lf73 3tk3g?H 3313 tl 337TC1 (W ^) TF^f c?ft33 3f7 » II R Wfgfd 3773T 

tf 4H37 73 230 3?k 50 ^ yr4l3df 3171 f^cT TO 37 37Pf "47731 £l 

fdll*R J l «£ 3SU*«hl 3i 3lfciR«W 3?ft3 "35^ oqoTsuT 3? fe; taWY "4 Tfak knj; 4t tol ^ttqttt 3?t7 
Tfcr ^ Tmt, w«kr, 7if%H mm %sm 3nf^ ^ ^reff "97 RfmfcRi/Rfmf^i toi ^ni 

37k, W4>K, "343 3lffe/Pt4"R ~£\ VT71 36 ^Ft "3RtHTl (12) ^17131373 VlI^Kf^T 371 "ST^kf ^73 ^ Ml4«ll 477cft 

t f37 "333 RfSel ^ ^ ^ TO "73 ^ 3TcPf3 ^7ft t^fHHfdl ?I7T "37Tt fTTSTcT, fe^T|3 ^ 37^707 3^7^73^"^ 

f^TTlk "333 31^33 "RT^T 371 kfRW f3731 3311, faPHftd "37^ ^37, "3«Tl«f3T 3?R 37T4RM3 ^ 3^73 33377*3 

4t #t 3^ 5 3T. 31 377^ 3lf337 ^ 4 ‘^ 4 ’ 313 ^ f^ 500 3 10,000 337 3^ ^3 4' 733133 313 (33) 3737173 7?fF3 50 fen. 
^5000 337 ^ 3lf33733VmT 31^ f 3fa 44 -f’3T3 1 XlO *, 2 xlO * 31 5 xlO*, # 3313737 3T 3i*31cq37 *jpit37 3T "?jm 
TRf^cm "tl 



[371. u 7S^lTR-21(15 )/2006 ] 
3t. 17. fH^I37, fe37 313 fe3 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 2006 

S.O. 2041 . —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that tlje model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of “ AE-PT”series of medium accuracy (Accuracy class- 
ill) and with brand name “AM AN A” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Amana 
Electronics, Malabar Tower, Thalipparambhu Road, Kannur-670 002, Kerala and which is assigned the approval mark 
IND/09/2006/158; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) 
with a maximum capacity of 1000 kg. and minimum capacity of 4kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 200g. It has 
a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates 
the weighing results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle etc. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and up 
to 5000 kg. with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ 
value of lxl0 k , 2xlO k or 5xl0 k , where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the 
same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said 
approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(15)/2006] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 


1458GI/06—5 
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R^ fcrcft, 5 r£ 2006 

«BT. 3TT. 2042.-‘&R?TR R^RiR RR, RlfRR>l<) gRT sA RRJR ftAl^ R7 feRR RRA A R3RT^R? RRTRR A RRT t 
(*h <sRdf Af Rf^fR Rfe<R (*ll A A MS? 3^|ej>fcT ^<sl) RTS 3?W hih RTRRT -STfVPl^H, 1976 (1976 °w 60) RRT RTS him 
(AfeAf RTT3P[RIRR) fRRR, 1987 A SRRRt A SR^R t ^R RTR R^t RRTRRT t % WMK RRfr R>t RRfR A At SRR Afe^T 
RRlAcTT RRTR R§PTT 3 tA faf^ER ##!' A 3R*JRd ART R^H RRRT 7#RT; 

3RT:, RR,Rb^tR R*RTR, SRR RfRfRRRRft RRT 36 R>t RRRRT (7) 3?W (8) SRTRRRT RTTRRtR RR^1>R, ArA 

A£l RTfAs WIT At/5 , WH<lM V^Z, R^TRtRR As, wAt RRT, *F^R (A*S) , ’gRf-400079, H?RT^ 

5RT faPlftd fAAR RRtAcTT rA (RRiArTRA-I) RlA “3TT$ T?" ^JcTTA ARTRT^RR R%R, 3RRR#TR, Afcff SRRRR (Ar^ SR 
RRTR) Rt ’HT'S<rl RTT, f^IRRt AITS RTT 1IH " i? (fRA A RTRTR^SRR AfecT RT^T RRT ^) SlA fRA 3T^A)RR fRSp 3TT^ 

T[R "$t/09/2005/933 1%RT RRT "t, ST^AtRR RRR-RR RRt sffc RRTTfTRT RRcft "tl 

RRR RT5?T RRT T^^T^fSRT RTRf RtAAt?R fa4Id STTRTfAT 3RRRlf?TcT R^R SRRRR (ArR SIR RRTR) tl 
^RRft STfARRR 3TRRT 120 RTR AA ^JRRR 3RTRT 100 1A.TTT. tl UdMIMH RTRRR 3TRKTR (f ) 1 1A. RTR A( 1tP*& ffis fclEM4 
iRRS^T fs***d RR»K R>t ^1 "SRRRR 230 AAs AA 50 5<i^4 RcRTRclf RRT 1 r?JcT RRTR R7 RR4 RRcTT ^1 



TSTfRR R^S At AteT RTTt A STfilftRR R7TH RTt RTRS^f «TR?kT ^ %R RT^ ^ ^RTR ^ %R At lR>RT 

'4l^ l ll I 

3lk, ?^RtR mRTR, W 3 ?MsRR R?t RRT 36 RJt RRRRT ( 12) SRT RRctT HiRwrT RR RR!r RR^ R? AtW RRdt 

$ % "SRR rTsH aff^AtRR ^ RRPH-RR 3TfnfH '3# tRpPifdl ^RT "sAt fa^fil, fe>41§H ^ 3T^RR 3^ 'sAt "RTRRt ^ 

31 j At ft fl .Rfg^T ^fdp RT t%RT RRT t, 4^1 *t®?U ^ Ft ^ RRlAm 3^T «=hl4Mldd ^ RNr 4H<M«1 At HA 

Rft 1 fam RT 3TfRRT ^ RH ^ M 5000 RRT ^t ^RT A* 7RRTRR RTR RTR 3RRM (RR) R%R 50 %.RT. RRT rA 
3TfARTRR ^RRTRI^t 3ffc"$”RH 1x10 *, 2x10 * RT 5x10*, Rtf, At RRRRRTRT :feu|kHR, ^JRtRT RTRJfR “A RRjJ^R ^1 

[RIT. R. ^^T^-21(209)/2005] 

At. R. fd^V TRT, MART RTR tR5TR 
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27, 2006/^5 6, 1928 

New Delhi, the 5th May, 2006 

S.O. 2042.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of “IA” series belonging to special accuracy class 
(accuracy class-I) and with brand name “INTECH” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by 
M/s. Intech Weighing Private Limited, No. C/5, Ratandeep Industrial Estate, LBS Road, Shastri Nagar, Bhandup (W), 
Mumbai-400 079, Maharashtra and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/2005/933; 

The said model is an Electromagnetic force compensation principle based non-automatic weighing instrument 
(Table top type) of maximum capacity 170g.. minimum capacity is lOOmg. and the value of verification scale interval 
‘e’ is lmg. The display unit is of liquid ciyst** display (LCD) type. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz 
alternate current power supply. 



In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 5okg. and with 
number of verification scale interval(ri) more than or equal to 50000 for ‘e* value lmg. or more and with ‘e’ vahie of 
lxl0\ 2x10 k or 5xl0 k , where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the approved 
model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(209)/2005] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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5^,2006 

TOT. 3TT. 2043.-k^k TOTOT TO, kfTO ITTfarot TOT 3TRR TO kTO k TO'tfRTO TOTTTOT 

%ZTO fkl2 TOScT (tktt'Hf W 3ffo;TOTTOT4T STkfTOR, 1976 ( 1976 TO 60) TOTT W afftTOT TOTOT 

(TOS# TO TOjkTO) Pm, 1987kTO^k3T^tatr:TO^^'k4Twt%cTTOTR3kkTk3Tk^kkTO^TO^ 
TOT*fcTT TOR 7#9T 3?k kfTOT mWMtoY k‘ TO^TO ikf TO TOtTT Tt^fl; 

TOT:, 3W, k^k TRTO7, ZTO 3TkfTOR «TRT 36 ^TVRT (7) afrc (8) TOT TOoT Vlfod4T TO 3PTk wti TR* t*k 

¥&% fak&s, k^nk/s, TORk ^kj^r tt^t ^ *te, Tnkt w, to^t (3*e), ^- 400079 , tottoj 

TOT W tram -qsikcn *rf (^TTOfcn cpf-m) ^ “3nf zt k krorr ^jto ts%<t, TOTOnkra, -dkn ztotrt 

(Giotto) kTO^TO,kR^9ifeTOTOT 44 i^*T”t (I^^^^totoiztoto^ wTOTt) arkkk TOjkro 

kl? 3Tlf TO ^09/2005/934 tiH^fcid fTOTT TOT t, 3T^h 1<W W^-TO 3?fc Hdilfeld TORlt tl 



ZTO TOSeT TO> k^k TO TO TO trT TOTTfk W4lfdd <ftcR ZTOTRT (^4dd!M TOTR) tl ^TOTt arfaTOW 

^thctt 30 from t ark ^jtor 100 m ti wttto tottot 3rrt?t (f) to tot 5 m ti ^k to? st^torr ^fro t ^rtto 

TOT UkTOT TOTOTTOTRTOT *Tlfk SmkjJTOT 1TTOT tl UTO7T ZcTOfar (TOT 3 k) TORf cT^H MfkflH ZTOftfa TORTT tl 

ZTORR 230 kcZ, 50 ¥Z*f TOTTTOf TOT fq«jd TOFT T R TO^ TOcTT tl 

^ZlfTO kt k*T TOt k 3TkftTO TOTk kt TOTZ^ TOTOlt' k fcR ^ TOt k Tkk k fcR k THlcT«K fTOTT 

TOTOTI 

kr k^fk TOTOT ZTO STkfZTO TOT 36 TO- TOT (12) TOT TOrrT ¥ I fad 4 TO TOk ^ TO ^11 
TOcft t % TOtT tfeT k ^T^HkH k TO 3RFT-TO k 3TOk zk fofHHfdl TOT zk ! feTO, kTOfT k 3TfRR Tk 
TOkt k, krek zro srptfro tos^t kfroW fron tot t, kkffm zk *imn k k t^r, ^?m«kT kr k 

cftere ZTORR k tk k 100 k.TTT. k 2 TOT k “i” TOT k kR 100 k 10,000 TOT ^T f TOTOH TOTTOT 3RTTOT 

(■q^)34k 5 Trn=r^ tt* 4 ^” RkkkRSOo k 10 , 000 tot^ rxf tottihtottot srrm (to) kro 50 feft tot 

TOT 3TkTORT ^ITOT ^ f atT “f 4 TOT 1 xlO *, 2 xlO % 5 xlO*, k t, k TOTcTOT ^T ^llcH<+ TjTJife ^ ^T.k 

TORTOtl 

[TO. ^T. ^r^TO-21 ( 209 )/2005 ] 
k. ^TORjk, fa^TOi, kfTOT TOT kTOT 
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New Delhi, the 5th May, 2006 

S.O. 2043. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of ^ “ITB” series of medium accuracy (Accuracy 
class-III) and with brand name “INTECH” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. In tech 
Weighing Private Limited, No. C/5, Ratandeep Industrial Estate, LBS Road, Shastri Nagar, Bhandup (W), 
Mumbai -400 079, Maharashtra and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/2005/934; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30kg. and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5g. It has tare 
device with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg. to 2g and with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and with ‘e’ value of I* 10 k , 2xlO k or 5x10\ where 
k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with 
the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[Fi'No. WM-21(209)/2005] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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E| toft, 5 til, 2006 

ETT. 3TT. 2044.totoKEHTEn,tEf^3nfatoSEltoE^ lEte t EtoE to^EKE^EFEETER^EETt 
fawtototocTETSH C^^Ti^gn^T^f) ER3ffcENEHET3TfEftEE, 1976 (1976EH60) EETEH3?fcENHREr 
(Efto ejt 3^i^t) fto, 1987 ^ tonf ^ 1 alfc ?e eh Eft Eton % h ohk eeW Eft smfE /ft ftt w Eifen 

EEtftflT EER 3#fTT 3?fc farf^H EffttodEf 4 '3M^=M ftET W ETETT T#ET; 

3H:, 3TE, c h’^O i i *keik, 3*ki 3Tft|[*i^H Eft EITT 36 Eft "3E-EKT (7) 3?ft (8) ski ESm ^iPw4) ETT hmVi E>xft 
to toPto , ETEzft Tfe, tcTTZ E. 768, TFT Eftftft^toj*, EEE^H EETftm toEEtoEft-II) to 

‘*Zt E ft zt-30 " ^oicii E> 3[ch<*> ^JEE yfeci, 3i*<= 1^1 fad, dlci'i <J4<*>< U I (Aqtnaw ilefiR) ft mT-S^tI ETT, fa^ft <ais ETT -iih 4, "dR '* 

t (fftft to to wereee Eto wwt) ftft fftft anpto to to e*t ^t/09/2006/205 eh^m tor eet t, 
sFpto wi-^ to to 3to?m tot ti 

EEE ET5H TI^T to^I ft^ EETR ETT ER to 3TTtol WEifdd (tod'IM WR) ft^H 3WI tl K^ft tolEHE 

steet 30 fom to -<idd 9 w 100 m ii etehe wih sheth (|) ett eh 2 m ti to toU$j?H ftftE t fftEEn 

TTcT Tjftod o4dd>eHlcME> tor 3TTftE(RH EETE fi EETTR 3cto<* tos (TRT f Tgt) to tor mR u !W EEftto ERET tl 
'WOT 230 toe, 50 SkElddT EKT lESR ESIE K ETTft ETETT ftl 



fa<i Eft wfa <♦><■} ft 3 iRiR<w Eft 2 >hci6k) ft fa>< <ald^ ft <lE>ft ft fan ftt fft^u 'Jtm.*(il 

to ftto ktetr ^ee totoEE ftt nro 36 ftt ee-eie (12) set kitt tomft ett ton nto ini ef torm 

tot $ fft ^ee etfr ^ ^ TE unm-n^ ^ ator to Mton set to tom, ton^r ^ stjee 3^ to 

^iihiA f^EEt 3 «ki ar^ntfsTT hTsci n»T tnmr nm fnfnftn ^ *V«h, n^nsfin aftr mpfnmm nt 

tor iWT nt to ^ 1 1 n.Tn. 3 50 tom nnr aflr “|” eh ^ to 100 3 5000 ^ nrt if E^im ehet*t torn 
(trt) 100 ft. m cm> nr -to srto ^ "I M eh ^ to 5000 ^ 50,000 cinto eteth eh seeth eIse 50 ft».m- eet 

nrt SltomE yEH to $ afk “I 4 * EH lxio *, 2x10 * ET 5xI0*tof, ■ait tHTcEETET ammHT "^to 7 ET ^ ^ EE^cE 

i\ 

[EiT. E. 1(103 )/2005 ] 

nt. tt 't^toci , ftonr, fnto eh ton 
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New Delhi, the 5th May, 2006 

S.O. 2044. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules. 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; . 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of “TAJT-30” series of high accuracy (Accuracy 
class-II) and with brand name “TAJ” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s Darpan 
Engineers, 5th Road, Plot No. 768, Ram Bharose Road, Jodhpur, Rajasthan and which is assigned the approval mark 
IND/09/2006/205; 

The said model (see the figure given below) is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with a maximum capacity 30kg. and minimum capacity is lOOg. The verification scale 
interval (e) is 2g. It has tare device with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode 
(LED) indicates the weighing results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative power supply. 



In addition to sealing the stamping plate sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50kg. and with number 
of verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 5000 for ‘e’ value of lmg to 50mg. and with number of 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 5000 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of 100mg or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 x 10 k , 
2xl0 k or 5* 10 k , where k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved 
model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(103)/2005] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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5 2006 

HR. 3TT. 2045.*TCRTR HR, Wtt HTPHHRTt gTCT R* PRHK ^ RTHTRRF TTHTHTH HRT $ 

% ^HH f^ri 3 Hfafa HTFFT (^^R|3TTfTf?T^).W3kRTRRR^3Tf^RlR, 1976 (1976 HR 60) HRTHTC 3?fcRTRHHH? 
( HTs<nT HR 1987 H> <SH«lRf H» 'SFJ^t £ afk RTF H>t 3THTHHT ^ 1*B ?1MK1K SKlVl H»P 3RHftl Tf *ft d=Ki hTsci 

HHTSfal ®R1R T^TI aqk pRf*FH hRR^(o<hT dH^Kl TpRT HRR HRHT T&HT; 

3TcT:, 3IH, hI-sAr W+R,HHH aqfafRRRH»P HRI 36 H^FR-HRl (7) afrt (8) gRlHRrtT *lPwqYHRHR^RHR&^SRf 

Rfrl RfH*ft Tte, W: H. 768,RH gKT ftfifo H*HH RHRfal H*f (RREfar R*f-III) HT^ $ 

R ^ Rt-500 *j*RcTT ^ 3THH> 7JHH R%cT, 3RHHlfirl?T, cftcRT ( ^44>l4 HHRT) ^ hTscI HR, HT5 HR HP? m HTH m 

t (fa£ JWf RTHTRHHR Rfe^f W HRT t) afo fHF 3TT^ RH ^1/09/2006/206 f*SRI HRT t, 

s^hK’I mhi u i HR Hlft affc ^«Blfvid «t><d1 ih 

^°ki hTsci Pq<j>fil 4 1'3| HHTR HR RR aO^llRd aBFRHffFRT (*14 HHR?) ciloii ’SM e h< u l ^1 arf^HRlH 8JHRT 
500 %.7JT. aft? ^HdH 3JHHT 2 HI tl ^RHTHH HNHH 3TRRRT (3) HR HFT 100 HI $1 RH> 3?ppH<JcTH RfHH t Uki*>\ 7IH 
yfdYTd oq^ei-ncnqi HTf?H 3TPpR$Jc?H HHTH ih H«hU?l <sc«4«h Sl4ls (R?I t Ft) Hg?f fllcrH HfTHPT HHgftfa RRcTT ^1 3RRRR 
.230 50 ^ yrRIRd! RRI fR?JcT HglR R7 RJPf RRcTT tl 



T^lfTT ^ ggTRR Ri ^laU=Ki RTfrd RH RJRZ’Jpf oHqpkl %R WlciA ^ <WA ^ R^TR^R Rt fRJHT RfTRRTI 

sfk ^RR>R W 3TfR^TRR R>t RRT 36 H>t ^RRRT (12) gRT HgcrT 7 FPwrT ^B1 HRIr RR^ ^q; RF 

RRcft t 1 r> W RTScT ^ aTgRtRR <£ FR RRM RR ^ 3RRfa ^3Rt fRfRRfcTT gRT RR) p««&m, feRT?R ^ afl^RR 3^ Wl 
RTRTft ^ Pj|^4 3RR 3TJRHrR hT-SCI RP! PihT u I fRiRT RRT "t, fqplf^ia ‘3‘^ft *J«Kni Hi "Ft 1 PR>, RRT*pRT afo RJRfRT?TR ^ 
rf^TH 4M<+<u| Rt Rft 5 HI. RTarfRRT^ B HR ^ %q; 500 ^ 10,000 tTR> R>P RrRTRR RTH SRRBrT 'RfFR 50 
iRP.m^ 1000 1^. m RRjRfl arfWRR ^fRRT rM # 3lk m |”RH 1 xlO *, 2 xio*RT 5 xl 0 % ,^t,^ RRRRRiR[^RRRRP 
TRt^ RT 7JR ^ RR^rR tl 

[RR, U F^R?4-21(103 )/2005 ] 

Rt. R. ^RRfRjfcr, iHRTTR), MRR^ RTR fRHH 
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qRff qSTTTam: ^ 27, 2006/^te 6, 1926 4483 

New Delhi, the 5th May, 2006 

S.O. 2045 . —Whereas the Central Goyemment, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of the sejf indicating 
non-automatic (Platform type) weighing instrument with digital indication of “TAJP-500” series of medium accuracy 
(Accuracy class-ill) and with brand name “TAJ” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by 
M/s Darpan Engineers, 5th Road, Plot No. 768, Ram Bharose Road, Jodhpur, Rajasthan and which is assigned the 
approval marie IND/09/06/206; 



The said model (see the figure given below) is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with 
a maximum capacity 500kg. and minimum capacity of 2kg. The verification scale interval (e) is lOOg. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of same series with maximum capacity above 50kg. and up to 1000 kg. and with number of verification 
scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10*000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value of lx 10\ 2x10* or 5x10*, 
k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer with the 
same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(103)/2005] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 


1458 GI/06—6 








4484 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY27,2006/JYA1STHA6,1928 

5 2006 

w. air. 2046.-^fr*rcq>rcq>i,fafat mfa4> i ( l srcr ftftf-q* fa^K ^ ^ wwm it *pit 

(I976^T60) <rar wafa^T*^ 

(TRfs^ff ^aFpta) fafa 1987 ^ ^mqf ^ 3 t^t t4^?w4 w i $ fa mm eft arefa ^ -qfefr 

trih afa faftn qftfaqRwT 3 'an^w '*far q^rc qrcfiT t^tt; 

3RT:, 3W, <£ # q W4>K , W agfafolH 3fft m 36 3fft 3q-*mT (7) affc (8) gKTSKrcT g l fawT ^T 3% 

fa*. i $Hft«i %.,-fcin ^.-2, ^t-682302 m fafaffar wfm ^f-m ^ 4 4 4 4 ^ feq 

tq TTIW ^ TffBR «PT, faTCflfr *fe q»T -Jim <4 7lf*RPT H t ’FIT t) afc f*R~ 

3Tlf T& ^/09/2005/705 fa^TT TOT t, a^JRlTO Wt TO ‘^TTt afa y<blf?ffi TO?ft tl 



w T^T^^^faq-Riwifarsfafaq TOWTr-ganiisTOiTTOfa i fa. et. ^ qra 20 fa. ?rar$ fa 

far TOffa fa tor 3 Ifarr ^rar $1 fa fa fasfa 13 fa. fa. $ afafaztf 0.30 fa. fa. $1 fa fa arffasro fa far 5 fa. 

, 10 fa., 15 fa. 20 fa., 25 fa., aih: 50 fa. $ aft* to>t fefam 1 fa fa. $1 

[TO. fa 21(43 )/2005] 

fa. t(. fafaRT, fafaqF TO? fa^R 







[*TPTII—75FS 3(ii)] 


vm 'WTFm : vi 27, 2006/^3 6, 1928 4485 


New Delhi, the 5th May, 2006 

S.O. 2046.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of steel dip tape measure 
of “LUFKIN” series, accuracy class-ill and. with brand name “LUFKIN” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), 
used by M/s Kochi Refineries Ltd., Post Bag No. 2, Ambalamugal, Kochi-682 302 and which is assigned die approval 
nark IND/09/2005/705; 



The said model is a steel dip tape measure with dip weight attachment for use in measurement of oil quantities 
of length 20m with 1mm graduation. The tape has a width of 13 mm and thickness of 0.30mm. The range of ma xi mu m 
length of the tapes are 5m, 10m, 15m, 20m, 25m and 50m with smallest division 1mm 

[F. No. WM-21 (43y20Q5] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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2006 

3TT. 2047.—*K4»K R5T, lift’d ^RITPRJcT RT faRK ^ ^TRTVFT ft RRT 

$ % R3RT 3 Rf% RfecT (fa ^ ^ STIffa faf) RTS 3?k RN RFT3R STfafalR, 1976 (1976 oFT 60) RRTRTEsfkRN 

RTO (Rfetff R>T 3^4*0 falR, 1987^fa^3R^t3rk5RRT<T<?ft OTIi t fa ?RTmR faft 3Wfa ^ W 
Rfe^T TTSpfcn RRIR T^TT 3T^ fafRH HRR^fW 3 TR^cl faf TI^R ^TRTT 'fal; 

3RT:, 3TR, 4^4 *k* 6R, olfaRiMH Rft RRT 36 RR-RRT (7) Rk^JR-RRT (8) 5RT TRRtT VlfawYRTTRfa RR^ 
^ fatf T^Z faseRT, #61, OTT 3iftT, ^riqalV^iMfcii'K, «Rlcil<-560079, <W<i*> ^RT faRtfta 

4^ii«Rii ( <i*Ip4<h ^f*T—II) «kid 4 R sac^ Rt H ^ftsicii ^ SFtxtt Rfal, 3it c t'difcifl dldd (i«i<n4lH y°hl<) Ri 

*lTsCl <hl, Si I S <bl *1IH ^ (PjM^ 34d ■Hl-SCTI c b6l < l 4 ll "&) Rk fk*? 3R^ l£*l 

■^t/09/2006/250 Refold faRT RRT t, 3JJH)4d WR RR RRt 3?k y^ifVld RRcft $1 



^ kferf RSf> faffd fa to r>t rr fa smufa atwito faR (fa^fq m) h stfkRuTR 
WhciI 30 fa. UT. ^ 3Tk ^JRdR $lHdl 100 TIT. iih RcRIRR HNRH 3TRRlc ! T (^) 2 TIT. ^1 9,®b ■STP^RcJc'TR ^Ifai i? r , iti c hi ■ *?id 

yfttVM «wctdicH«T> RTfRT RRtagcid iwiq i|i ««f»R{ <jc«4«h ^pfa (Rr! ~i ~€\) d)<rH yRuim <W<f$Kt «h<dl ^1 RW7R 
230 ^TTc^ sfk 50 yr4l*lcff *TRT TRRT RT «RPf ^R?TT 'll 


TeifTT t$z ^ -*fa ^ 3T%facr fakr ^ wiyf ^ ^ ^ TkR ^ fer 

■5TPJ3TT 3?k *iT«ci ^ RTOft, RsfacTT, [ 5 ^ 15 * 1 , Rf%Z -si4U1m, t«*m 3Tlf^ ^ ^T k* H f^RTT ^TT R°^l 


3?k ^cT 3fMWT ^T VT0 36 ^t3RVTO (12) ^RI TRaT ^T fakT ^ ^ ^ ^Tcff 

t ftr Tfer ^ 37^far ^ vx mm n ^ sfipfo <Rjf fcfmkn ^rt ferfcT, fe^H ^ 3 ^ rrrt^ if, 

fmi cTgrt 31^1 1 ^ ! kfecT RiRiMim t^ir w f, RifdRid 37 ft «r^n ^ fa *t far, -qsfam sftr 4 ,i4mwh ^ Trkrr otfft 

t ?¥4 1 kr. m ^ 50 fa. m. ^ 44 i M rpt ^ 100 ^ 50,000 crar ^ H -mm wift a mm (tfo 3^ 100 fk. 

UTRRTTfa 37f^RF^ 44 f " RFT ^ fW? 5000 ^ 50000 TRF WWR WRR mm (Ttf) Ufaf 50 fault cRF^ft 

vm ^ t srk 44 ^ 44 RH 1x10*, 2x10 * Rl 5 x 10*, ^ f, yTRRSF RT 4tU || cH«*i yrfy RT?^T ^ h 


[m R. ^^^T-21 (47 )/2006 ] 
Rt. ^PWTRjf^, WRT RN teH 
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New Delhi, the 5th May, 2006 

S.O. 2047.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of high accuracy (Accuracy class-11) of series 
“AWS-JP” and with brand name “ACyTE” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Acute 
Weighing Systems, #61, 6th Cross, Shakthiganapathinagar, Basaveshwar Nagar-Post, Bangalore-560079, Karnataka 
and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/2006/250; \\\\W\ 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a 
tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle etc. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of Img. to 50mg. and with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 5000 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg. or more and with ‘e’ value of l x 10 k , 2xlO k or 5xl0\ 
where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance 
with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been 
manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(47)/2006] 
• P. A KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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5 R$,2006 

tfiT. OT. 2048.-^?^ W4>R TO, fafTO SRI^ 3R3?f ft 1 ^RTf*FTO TO^ ^ H^iq^TO TORTO 

% TO ! 1W 3~qftfaRfefr TOfftT^f) W afRRNRTTO SlfaftTO, 1976 (1976 TO 60) TOT RTS affc TO R1TO 

TST 3qqte0 faro, 1987 ^ STORf ^ srj*^ $ afa ^ tot Rft rrkhi t far toito TOta r& arofa ^ *ftTOTRfe?r 
RTOf?TT TOm; TRFTT 3?ft fafror nRlV^fa^T "k^T TOH TOcii T^TT; 

m:, to, m^K, tot 3Tfaftro Rlt tot 36 (7) slkTOTOf (8)SRmw viPw4T^nraPr^-p^Rf 

TO*js ^t Rks rt, #61,6Rf sbT^t, * i «wfa*r»nRH<K , rr^t TOi-Rks, TOcfk-560079, TOifro sri fafafftr rwt r« M<u 
R* f (R*TT*f?!TR*f-III) **T(^"*ygRTT R> fjxW RfarT, aH*R4lfVw dl<rH (RA<d4>l43RFR) 

TO,.faraw» rts to to “toto" % (fark ^*kf msmi^ tot m-sd toft to $) asik f^ 4i:j*itaH faiRF atnf to 
■^ 709/2006/251 TO^ftlcT iTOT TO$, TIRM TO "Rift afo TOnfaRT TOcft $1 



3TO hTsci TO*^ TOR TO RR i-kr 3TT^nftfT 3RRRlkRT flldHf STOR 0 ! ( Kr^dH>(4 TOR) ^1 aflfTORRT 

8RH(T1 1000 far. UL $ 3?k 3RRTT 4 fav TH. ^1 RMTTO RTTOH 3JRRIeT (^) 200 HI. $1 TRlk TO* TOtfaRJjrR <jI«ki $ t^TTOT 
TTcT wfd^Jd ^qroTORTO RlfRT a*T%|<«jcH TTRIR^I TOTfl <Jrn4«b ^i<iW (TOT^^) TO?f clldHI 4R U IIH 4Rdl $1 '3TOR TJ T 

230 Rks, 50 TO 3 ^ TOT fasjcT TOR it TO*f TOcIT % I 

WlftO ^ Rfcf TO^ ^ ^faRflKi TOlft "SFt TOS’Jof '«V4f8Rf ^ t?TR "ST^ ^ TRf^ ^ f?TR ^ #51TO ^RTT 
■3TTTOT 3ik Rfe^l ^ TOUft, TO«#BI, ft^flFT, TTfe TOTO, te 3^ ^ TO ^ T%RT ^1. 

3cfk ^fkr RTOR TOT srfkfTOT TOT 36 ^TTOT (12) TOI TORT *lfrd<lT TO TORT TO RtTOTT TO?ft 

^ l^r TOT nTsd ^ STJRtTO ^ ^ TOM TO ^ 3RRf^T TOt IqPinfai "SRI ST^RR 3?k TOt •Hl^ift ^ 

^^h i Tto Rfe^r rqpHHfm Iron tot t, f ^PtPEid *ftgcTT ^ i\ Rrokn aftr <6 1 4^^ ^ #t 

^ 5 TH. 3TfTO “^’TOT^Ito 500^ 10,000UWIMH RTTOPTaTORT (TO) "^50 %. TH. 3 3Tfa*fr 

3^5000 %. RT. aRkTOTO^TOT^t3^“f“RTT 1x10*, 2 xlO***TT5 xl0*,^t t ^ TOTcTOTRT^TRTO Tjjnfa 


[TO. -R. TO^TO-21(47)/2006] 
A T[. f MT ^ , MTOT, WTO TO %R 
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^ 27, 2006/^ 6, 1928 


New Delhi, the 5th May, 2006 

S.O. 2048.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of “AWS-PT" series of medium accuracy (Accuracy class- 
ill) with brand name “A” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Acute Weighing Systems, 
#61, 6th Cross, Shakthiganapathinagar, Basaveshwar nagar-post* Bangalore-560079, Karnataka and which is assigned 
the approval mark IND/09/06/251; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) 
with a maximum capacity of 1000 kg. and minimum capacity of 4kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 200g. It has 
a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates 
the weighing results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle etc. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and up 
to 5000kg. with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and With ‘e’ 
value of lxl0\ 2x10* or 5x10*, where k is a positive or negative whole number or eqdal to zero manufactured by the 
same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said 
approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(47)/2006]' 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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5^, 2006 

W. W. 2049.-<£-£) M *R4>K fa fed '5RT ^ TR^cT Itk W. fa^R ^ XRTTtlR 7 I 7 TT ^ 

TOak/RPI'RITOaflfafkW, 1976 (1976^160) TOT TO akRNRFRF 
(t# 5#’ SFJR^O fa^RT, 1987 ^ , 3W l f^ 3FJ9^ $ 3?ft^ ^tfillflR 3TOfa 3 

W«faT WR T^TT ak fafeiH 'kftfflfklf *¥ dH^KI ifal U^FT ^>tcTT T# 7 !!; 

3T?T:, 3T4, •M*! 4K4>K, cf^T ajfapixm VRT 36 (7) 3k (8) 1JRTSKaT ^>T ifafa ^krtf 

R?FJ2 f rom , #61, 63T "arta, VHdfeF l u i HfiFRK , *rak*TC 7 PR--qte, wfc-560079, +4d^' 5RT *WT«fcn 

^4 ("^WRIcJT ^4-HI) 4TR^ > €*<T^ ^-4t Xft 4t ^r?n 4> ^k?3» XJ^H Rfe*T, <*lWPjfdd flld'l dH c b< u l ( ktIon*? H^I)*il 4> fcrlR 

(fakTTf^3<W MUtrl ^TMt) akfak Sl^sfot Vepf 
sn i ^t/09/2006/252 RHjffiia farm mm t, a^rr TRim-m* a+ifeki i i 



<WRT nfad TR> fq^»n kr m«»»k mi mrckrT 3Timffa 3RmmTf?rTcT mfaFT dH c h< u l ( vrle^Rj 4> fan* «*>q*fa fa>S) k 
3 rf^w 500 fa># m i ak '*gm srftt 2 fa*ft m ii ~ <w i m wi 3 f*ri?t ( 3 ) 100 m ii Fk' T^r 
akfa^frH ^fa?I t faRTO! ?RI af^TYTd Rlffa akfatJtfH 3 TRT^ k Wm ^oR^F (T^T i ^t) 3 R*f mfaFT 

RkllH TO k aTOT 230 mfas, 50 ^ XRRRRff RKT R7 mfa RRcTT k 

^fftm 3Tfaffam R#T ^ ^TRFJof -sq^kf ^ ^ 3 kfi3 ^ ^ ^ T -4 tW 

«rn^TT ak Rfe ?t ^ Rroft, Rfe mm, tter anf^ ^ ^f ^ f^rr m 

ak i&lm wm w srf^fkm ^ rkt 36 ^ ( 12 ) srt srfakf ^1 trRt ^ ^ RMrr wt 

^ F*t> <jqd mTsqi ^ ^ 5^ IRT^T*^ ^ 3fRFf?T <i^l f^Pinfoi 6.R1 FVt^Icl, ^ 3?^RR ak <stll RTRlft ^ 

3<^Hlf\fl hTs« R*FihWi ftr*n w f, fqfnrfici *fsren ^ ^ # ^r, ak +i4m<rH ^ 3q+<«i *ft 

■afl 5 WTRT^k 3rfi^r ,, ^ ,t RH 500 ^ 10,000 ^ 5ftiN 4 RWimH R I MHH 3T^RT (T^O 50 V<bd\m ^ 

akrar ak 1000 fag kn n ?rer^ acrfawr t ak rh uio * t 2xio * ^ 5*10*, ^t, ^ ^^m*Rr 


[TPT. U TB^T^-21 (47 )/2006 3 
4t. X l r^l+, M^F RTC f^H 







[HFTII—T5TO 3(ii)3 


4491 


27, 2006/^55 6, 1928 

New Delhi, the 5 th May, 2006 
S.O. 2049 . —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government herehy issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Conversion kit for Platform machine) with digital indication of “AWS-PC” series of medium 
accuracy (Accuracy class-Ul) with brand name “ACUTE” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured 
by M/s. Acute Weighing Systems, #61, 6th Cross, Shakthiganapathinagar, Basaveshwar nagar-post, Bangalore- 
560079, Karnataka and which is assigned the approval mark 1ND/09/06/252; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Conversion kit for 
Platform machine) with a maximum capacity of 500 kg. and minimum capacity of 2kg. The verification scale interval 
(e) is 100g. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect The Light Emitting Diode (LED) 
display indicates the weighing results. The instrument operates oa 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power 
supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices and model shall not be changedin terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle etc. 



Further, in exercise of the powers (conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and up 
to 1000kg. with verification scale interval (n) in the "range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and with ‘e’ 
value of 1x10*, 2x10* or 5x10*, where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the 
same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said 
approved model has been manufactured. 


[F. No. WM-21(47)/2006] 
p. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 


1458 GI/06—7 
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^ ft#, 5 2006 

(### *1$ 3?TfftT^f) TO #7 -qmRTW 1976 (1976 Wl 60) afciflqTIRW 

(#5# WTWyiftOftTO, 1987#TO#ff#Wf^t#7TOW#WrcTtft WIMK 
TOH7 T^TT #7 ftf*M MRft*jRl4T *f 7ft TRR TO?IT Tftl; 

3R!:, 3W, #j0« 4K4K,3WT 4|ftftTO#-TOT 36 #TO-TOT (7) #7 (8) 3RnrcW¥lfiNWF ^iftn 
TO. #. in to to*#, 19--*## sraro, 3 rto7 to t&i* # ttt#, tfs # thH awrar ft#-i34003, sftq i m i srt 

ft ft ftd tow TOrim arf (to#w arf-ni) wtf M # to- 1001" # aftq» 7jro #ft awrortera ftR ^wr 

Cqtofrrt TOfo-# 3s to) #7 

ft# aqqftr ft* anf to #/09/2005/i007 wq ffii d ftqr tot t, 3T3#ro wt-to ■a# #7 s roftrc i TO#ii 



to<t #ro to to to #*7 arar ft n ar^i^w ( ^<wft # tor) # Titerc <jtoto ti w# 

a r tere tow 30 ft»# m * #7 tow 2 ft# m. ti ttwHto wtft tori^ (i ) 100 m ii 

wif^i # ysfan # wftftTR#*#TOTH^TOTO##1#7#7##TN##1#7 #w«r # Iron ^i^tti 

#7 7H«bK TOrT 3TftTOR#t TOT 36 # 4MTOI (12) T5RT TOW Tfftft TO "SI# 7 ! W# ^ TO #TOTT TO# 

tft *ro hTsci # srjsjftr # 5*1 totir-to # afwfa ' 3 # ftfftfw tot ■?# faror, # arjRR #7 3 # tto# 3 
r*R# vH^Miftr Hl€6! faPft u ! ft*n TOT *, fafaftfl TOt *jST<rTT # ^ # ift, W*ft #7 4»l4MI<rH # #cR 
# 5TOTW37#3TftfT “i" TOT # ftj 100 # 10,000 7RF# ft WTOH 3TORT (t^T) 7#cT 50 ^ 3lfty #7 

1000 fo#H 1 H 7Rf\# 3rf^RRT TOW ^1# t #7 1x10 *, 2x10 * W 5x10*, # t, # TOR*R> ^T 

W?pT#7RI3^il 

[m 7T. ^55^TO-21 (301 )/2005 ] 
#. ftftW HPT ftW? 



[smn— 1 arog3(u)] _ *m ^ wre : M 27 , 2006 /*frg 6, 192 s 4493 

New Delhi, the 5th May, 2006 

S.O. 2050 . —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in. the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Platform machine-Pro-weight type) with analogue indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy 
class-ill) of series “TR-1001” and with brand name “TROPHY” manufactured by M/s. M. K. Jain & Co., 19, Manauii 
House, Opp. Prem Nagar Bus Stand, Near Jail Land, Ambala City-134 003, Haryana and which is assigned the approval 
mark IND/09/05/210G7; 



The said model is mechanical type lever based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform machine-Pro- 
weight type) with a maximum capacity of 300 kg. and minimum capacity of 2kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 
lOOg. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and up 
to 1000kg. with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and with ‘e’ 
value of 1x10“, 2x10“ or 5x10“, k being a positive or negative whole aumber or equal to zero manufactured by the 
same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said 
approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. Na WM-21(30iy2005] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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if toft, 5 if, 2006 

3TT. 2O51.-4»*?0h UT, fafea hiPwmO 'SRI IT fcT4l< IRft *WIVM ft HT $ 

(it^^tif sn^rfft^slf) wafaimHi? arfafwr, 1976 (1976 in60) 

(it^f ITTSTfto) iWT, 1987 ^ itoff ^ 3?fc 1RT ift tfqRRI $ % WlflR ift 3p*fa ftftm T(fe^ 

into wm, ito 3^ fato HftfetoiT 4r yMffci to w ^rm tor; 

3RT:, 3R, 4<w SlflFiMH ift VKT 36 iftn-lTCl (7) 3ftT31-lRT (8) ¥lf*w4fUT y4l J i <*><d 

19-d-lWft 1T3RT, toll* H ^ mft, to "% tol, 3PlT5fl faHt-134003, TftlFTT 
Skt fafafdci iwF4 mto nf (mto nf-in) “sfroft“ J j!9wT it ^hkhT'i ^er toi srcutoitoi (th: 
^RTSl^) ^4tollfto^lTgirriTl M 5Rft ,, t (fto^to^toiyiT^ cHd H l gfrt lHgTllT^) afa to tor 

snf ^/09/2005/1008 w^fintT tor nr f, spptor irem-n to afa unto ito ii 

m ife^T (it^ it if 37T^i% ) 1^4) cftlT amrftl dl?H ^1 3Tf4mffi $FT?TT 5 fd».TTL ^ afiT 

TO 200 -iwfcI worn HWT 3RTCM (f) 20 IT. 11 

'y^c: 1> fifin' 1> l^ftl lilZ'Jpf '<sm*rct it ftm <alci^ ft' <W^ it 1?T1 4t?R^\ 4t fcr»<Hi ^iT^fi I 



3fft 4>d(ii toftorift 1RT36 iftn-irci (12) srcr to iferf m ton tot IF tonTOt £ 

% m ife^T ^ 3?5*te ^ 3RFT-H ^ tofa 111 faMdlURT to fa&ld, eft ST^IR to to IRTOt 
m ^jnlRvd ifer ut l#f t^iT ht t, f^PiWdi# *jra?n ^ M i«tt^tt afh: *i4mdH ^ dt^n mm 41 
il 5 m it arf^r ^ M f H in ^ -frR loo "4 l ooo dir id ^ 4 wvm 3 Rtn (t^t) ifli 50 %. m nr arfiRRi 

aaPRRiril^ f 2$R "f’lR 1x10 *, 2x10 * IT 5x10 % , ^ f, ll IT ^u»rH4» IT ^ ^ H^PT ^ I 

[in 1. ^5c^T3??-21 (301 )/2005 ] 
it. ^wmjffr, in to 
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New Delhi, the 5h May, 2006 

S.O. 2051.—Whereas, the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument with analogue indication (self-indicating type) of “TROPHY” series of ordinary accuracy (Accuracy class- 
1111) and with brand name “TROPHY” manufactured by M/s. M.K. Jain & Co., 19, Manauli House, Opp. Prem Nagar 
Bus Stand, near Jail Land, Ambala City-134 003, Haryana and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/1008; 

The said model (see the figure given below) is a lever based weighing instrument with a maximum capacity 
of 5kg and minimum capacity of 200g. The verification scale interval (e) is 20g. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 



Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg. and with number of 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 1000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and with ‘e* value of 1* I0\ 2x10* 
or 5x10*, k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been 
manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(301)/2005] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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W. 33. 2052.- : ^t^ 7R3H7 33, faffccT UlfoFtft S17137ft TOJd 137 f33R 3Rft 3fr 333R33 7FMR 
1%333f73tiftf3ffrf3 3ferr 0ft3^3$3n3*fcT^f) 1976 (1976 33 60) 7WT 3T3 afo *113 *3331 

(Tffeeff *SFTT STjej^T) Pm, 1987 3^ 3Wft 3^ 3T^WT $ afa ^7T 3T3 3ft 7PM3T $1% WII3K llftftl awfa ft *ft 333 RT33T 
33ift3T 33R 7®ftn afo Wft MfeftmRwT ft 33333 ft3i u^pt 3R3i t^tt; 

373:, aw, 3>*<l3 w<*k,333 arfaf33R3ft mn 36 3ft 33-313 (7) 3|r (8) mo umo wfawT 3 jt oftro 317ft ^ ftoft 
^J7*ft +M*l1, 20/294, +k*i£, +1^+4-683003 ftftST ]JRT PiPftci 3M (3*n*ftn *pf-II) 31lft “3t 

Tpr-T^ritit" J j®R i TT^ ar+3» 7J33 7Tffc?T, 3k33lfcl<1 ftt^R 49+<U| (^4+l433H7) 3» MI5U 3>T, fa7k*> life 3>T310 " 1330° 
t (ftfftwwt) afofa£ agftfaTf3F* 3TT^TJ3Tt/09/05/921 
"ROM-T? 3jjft 3^T M+lftkl 3R?ft $1 



333 ftfe^T Tg3> feRjftrfa H3H7 30 ORft?T 37I3lft3 WW l ftWi ftfcR 49+<»l ( ^4+ l ft H3H7) $1 *7?3ft atfWRR 
$1031 1000 f+.TJT. 3?R ^HdO $1031 2.5 1+, Ul. f I ^cMIMH HIHHM 3RR13T 50 01. f I ^f 3[3> 3Tlft3^T3 ^33 t faTJ+l 7T3 
Uf37T3 6M+<HHkO+ tJlfW SlTftOjJcR 1PM tl 03091 3bH4+ OTfe (3H3 f ^t) 33?f 3^R OfFllO 333f9fa 3R3T $1 303RR1 
230 ftfce afo 50 F^3 OWIOftf 3RT fa$3 0310 37 +Tft 3R3T ftl 

73 l P»ftl 4lfdft+l OgftO 3>t +94^ ^WgRf ^ ffrft78^ 3nft 7ft tM 3fr foq tAm<K *ft faOT 

toroii 

afa 3^ft0 7R30T "333 3Tfof3303ft 3R1 36 3ft 30-3RT (12) moTOt Tlfeft 30 OOftl 3Rft 3? ^farm 3R(ft t 
% 333 4fetfl 3^ 3^ ^7T 'SPTM-'M 3^ 3RRf3 '3# l^Pmfdl £RT '37ft 17T5RT, 3^ 37^7R aftr 37ft WIMift 7ft f^ft 

3Tj< ft ^3 +T tMftn f3WI 33T t, r3pHP4d 37ft t ^«U^3T ^R + l 49 I MH ^ 3tcR 49+<»i <ft 3fft 3ft 

5 m M’srnft aRf^3r3fr 44 ^ M ^th 3^ I^r 5,000 7ft 50,000 3 + 3 ft $$ ftf wxm rh (t? 3 ) 3737131 7rtF3 50 1%. m 7 ft stfm aft7 
5000 ft>. m TR?3ft 3W3T^ f aft7 44 ^’ Wi 1x10 *, 2x10 * 3T 5x10*, 3frf, 3ft 331333?3T ' jp iT3737 Tjqf3T3T 

3JW 3fr 7TRg<r3 31 

[33. 713^TPT -21(218)/2005] 
"ftt. 7^. ^winjfft, f^7T3>, 1^331733 fq^n 


I 


Kl ■ !■ I . I 


*•>■ 'I • 
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New Delhi, the 5h May, 2006 

S.O. 2052 . —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied Conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of die model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of “DS-HPP” series of high accuracy (Accuracy class'll) and with 
brand name “DEEPAM” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Surabi Engineering Co. 
#20/294, Premier, Kallai, Calicut-673 003, Kerala and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/921; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) 
with a maximum capacity of 1000 kg. and minimum capacity of 2.5kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 50g. It has 
a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, performance of same series with maximum capacity ranging above 50kg. to 5000kg. and with number 
of verification scale interval (n) in the range of 5000 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg or more and with ‘e’ value of 
lxl0\ 2xl0 k or 5xlO k , k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design, accuracy and with the same materials with which, the said 
approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(218)/2005] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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R$fa#,5R$,2006 

w, an, 2053. rtor m, fafar Tnfamft w\ anft r* fam rr^ % Rro^Rf RRmH^wf 

RftfaRfeR (RH^tR$ <*l<£f<l ^f) RR afo RRRRRT1976 (1976 RIT60) RRTRR afo HIM HH4> 
(ifeff ^TSFjqfaO faRR, 1987 % % 3T^ ft afr $R ^ ft fa WlldK m 4>M R>t 3Rffr 3 «ft RRff RfeH 

RRT*fcTT RRR; T^TT afo fa*R MftftajM 4' 3M^<W #111SRR RRR T$RT; 

a^:>3W,%^^R^,^3Rfl||WT^ «mi36^‘3Wm(7) afa (8) srci vxm Vlfal4lRJTTRfaRRftfartf 
^^Pickh ^Fr, # 24, hW< 4, lSRT^RTte^RtRJR, wfk-560036 SKI faPfa HWJH RRI«?dl (RRPfclT Rif-III) Rltf 
“arf$ it *fsjcTT % afaR? tjrr t#ct, r^r twi Cc^wf wit) % RfeR m, fa^ nfe m rir 

ft (f^ WRfe^r w w ft) a?R <sr$\w f%F* afn$ rr ^t/09/05/614 faRT rri ft, <h^4H 

wr-rr RKt aft* RRnftiR RR?ft fti 



RfeR T^T f^Pn ftq RR>R R>T Rfe 3 TT^t1TcT a^Rlftrfd (^«d^l4 3R>R) cftrR 4H«b<«l ftl ^RR?t atfRRRR 

iooo fam aft* ^jrrr strr 4 fa.m fti wwn himmh srrir (ft) rst rr 200 m fti j&f rrt 3 mtogsR ^far ft 

fa**** m xfn*m °H‘Turmoi'* ^TlttcT 3ntfaj5R RRTR ftl tR>m R<R^fr ‘SPfe (RR ft ^t) RR?f cftcR 4f<uiW 4M4Pvfd RRcTT ftl 
230 dW, 50 S<^ Hereto! «TRT fqsjd TO R* «FPf «M<1I ftl 

Terf&pr ^ ■g^RR % ^RiRw RTfta Rft RRz<jof <wwkY% fo^ <sita^ ^ *taift % fat* *R?i«k it %rt Rm*nri 
afo ^Ir 3RR arfafRRR Rft R1*T 36 ^ ^T«IKT (12) 3RT 3RR VlRw^T ^>T irapT m ^cft i 

ai jq)P<d qfeR q>i fq»qi w t, 1^f4d ^ ^ ^ ;. '*T«n«JciT afo ^ awr 5 

m. arffcra?% M ^" ttr ^%n 500 ^ 10,000 tR? 4 f wrm rr qR arcrcm (tr) qftci 50 ft». m ^ a^ 

RT RR 5000 %. m iR> afrflRRR ?!R?n RT^ t a^k “^ M RR 1 xl0* f 2 xio *Rf 5 xl0*,% f \ Rt Rd i wy RI 4 ^ U IW 4 » 

fl \ 4 . 

*iyn«t> RT R? ^W^cr4 51 

[mu ^5?^T3T7-21 ( 50 }/2005 ] 

A R. Ph^I 4>, MRr RR t^RR 
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New Delhi, the 5th May, 2006 

S.O. 2053. —Whereas, the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of “IPF” series of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) and with 
brand name “Indica” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Indica Electronics Weighing, 
#24, Panchanjai, 15th Main Road, J.C. Nagar, BangIore-560036, Karnataka and which is assigned the approval 
mark IND/09/G5/614. 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) 
with a max imum capacity of 1000 kg. and minimum capacity of 4kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 200g. It has 
a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50kg. and up to 5000kg with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 * 10\ 2xlO k 
or 5xl0\ where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been 
manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(50)/2005] 
P. A KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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mm 2054 mmc fafaryifosrctsra^ rrtvft*ftt i 

an^fcr^f) 1976 (1976^160) 

(Rfetff ftm, 1987%aW?f%3?3^Tt 2^^W^^n^li%en7?nR3I#T^37nf^^^^RT^ter 

n*n*fcn tsPtt aft?: farftpr <jm<j<m trh m?n Tfhn; 

am:, aw,%3(ta ttrstc,^ arfafw? ^ ^kt 36 ( 7) sftt (8) urcr u^i vif^uif wfai 

life* ! ifaffiwadfr , # 24, r^pi, 15m #r Tte, ^ # w, m^-560036 m ftf% tor w*far cm^m ^f-m) 

<ffcPT <JHW! (^<Jq IRETC) % ^ ,T 

t RfoRwwi) afafa-3 appteanf ^t/09/05/613 tor w$, srjq^T iito-t** fRt 

afrnrarftRi m?ft $1 



-s««i *fcn V?6 Jw>k? ite aii*iiRn dls M=hK ^i) nicn ^i 3Tffy<t>ciH ^tHtii 

30 ■ftfT.nt 3 ^ -i^flH |P7?n 100 TJT. $1 Rthihi T 7T7 T TFT 3RRTef (^) ^51 RR 5 HI. 1?l "Q^T 3fTPtag<M*i $ f^RRR TFT 
yftVW 3JRI3 $1 M<t>m 4cu4«6 ) 3R$f ciltn '‘hR^iih TRftfa RSRTT $1 '$h«m u i 230 

50 r^i topr? m faspr vm tr mA mm i\ 

tc/Rn«i r ^Z % % 3iftiR«w R$fN oqqsitl % ^ <WA % *ft f^n ^fi^t 

3^arfvRm ^ m 36 -wm (12) m w?r?if^' ^ rs RtaRT $ 

1«f> <T9RT nTstl % 3FJ*ffcpf % '5TT 3TRRT-T? % 3Tfl4ci 3^1 IqPwfol fiKi 1^T3ERT, ^ ai^OR 3?tT atfl tHHifl ^ 

gfffiftffrfl'Rte^T ^f^TRt^TI^RTT“W %, f ^Wtf ^pSRTT %^^ W^cTf 3?k 100 

1n.m ^ 2 m M i" nn ^ %moo ^ 10,000 era? % tsr $ worn wh smm (^) 3^ 5 titr m arf^r % 
,4 3 M 1^500 ^ 10,000 ^ ¥* $ v&m rr -after 50 fcn. 3 3if^ afrr 500 fen. ^ artocm wn 

^ f ak M f" rr 1 xio *, 2 xio * m 5 xio* % f, ^ m ti 

[m U ^s^^T-21 (50 )/2005 ] 
”4t. T^. <tiWH^|J f RR Rf?iH 
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New Delhi, the 5th May, 2006 

S O. 2054. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity *wfth the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of W eig h t! and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of “ITT’ series of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-ill) and with 
brand name “Indica” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Indies Electronics Weighing, 
#24, Panchanjai, 15th Main Road, J.C Nagar, Banglore-560036, Karnataka and which is assigned the approval 
mark IND/09/05/613. 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect The light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, die Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg, with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 100 mg to 2g and with verification scale interval (n) in the 
range of500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 *10\ 2x10“ or 5x10*, where k is a positive or 
negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, 
design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(50)/20Q5] 
P. A KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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FF.3TT. 2055.fa^tF FTFFT FTT, ffa?T Ulffa# 5KT Z^ TJF[cT FT fFFTT FTT^ # FYFTc^FF FFTFff Ft FFT t fa 

ZFF 3 ■arfrjfcT FTFFT (F# Ft f£ Sn^T faft FTC #T FTF FHFT SlfafalF, 1976 (1976 FIT 60) FFT F1Z #T FTF FTFT 
(Ffe# FTT SFJFfal) fm, 1987#ZFF^#3133Ft3ftT5TTFT?fF>t TTFIFFT t ty B^RTR ^ ^ ift ^ Tfe^ 

FFTfa FFT^ TEPlT #T (qfVd Fftfaffa fa WT FRflT Tfa; 

m:, 3TF, - 2fatFF^,ZFF3Tfaffa#FTTT36#ZF-FrTT (7) #T (8) SRTTTFoT Vlfafa FTTfan 

M m fa, 15 , tffa*i^< mW anfaF, FfaF %r-64ioo8 m faftEfc i f«w q q ifaF^f (FFTfa fa-in) 

F# u # ^^ii Ft fdd: TJFF>, 3faq> TjF’i Ffefl, 3i*q-qtfad dfad d4F>< u i (M<r*£t cite ^rT «q>K §<rtfajiPi«b ^fa*i) F> 

HUM F*T, farfa FT?* F>T HN ” faqt TF»<rT ** ^ (fa<3 s*^*t ?*fa 'WdK^ ZFF hTsci <*>51 ‘hi ^) #T P»ITt fag» 3!T^ 

^t/09/06/83 faFT FFT t, 31 jjMfal FFM-FF FTTt #T y«Mfad Fifa fl 

ZFn MT'4^ (nfa # n£ fa) TJcb MWt efe ^Icrl ZTTFfa FF>TT F»T ZTtq-qfad F\?H aRFvT^i ^ r^Tfat SrffanR 
fflFFT 50 ZF 3^7 STFFT 200 fa. HI t I FcFTFF FTFFH 3RTTITT (t) FTT TFT 10 fa.FT. %\ ffa FTfajcR fan t 

fFFF>T ?T?T Ffara ondFci’iid-fai FlftcT STPfajeTF FFIF $1 yqji^i <jch4<*> shIs (t^T t #) Ffa dlcn FffalF as^ftta F>(dT 
■fl dH<M u i 230 faz, 50 yrqiqal ^TRT fa^ci FT TT4 FiTcH ^1 

*difW‘i K^d tild c t><A ^ 3jfdR.dd •H^ii*i Fit ^ <a)<^ ^ii*) T^ ^ Ft faFT 

Will 



3TtT FR7FTT FFF 3TTFfam FJt WI 36 F»t BF-FTTT (12) ^RT FFdT ?lfal4)‘ ^T 3RpT F5T^ FF Ftw FTTcft f 

fa ^4d hT-ScI ^ ^ ^T? IHIT^T-FF *f> 3RFf?T "3Tft f^faRfa ?1<.I "3Tft fa*&in, fe^n^T ^ 3T^T1R 3 ?[t TTfl TTIFllt ^ faTT^ 

^T 37T^fal TfeeT FF faPHnW faFT FFT t, fd^Wd "3^ J^aTTT ^ Ft 'fa, T«nfa 3tf^ ebl^HMd ^ dfal 39F»’<u| «f| 

5 fam FT Ffa 3rffa ^ <4 1" FH ^ 500 ^ 10,000 TTF» F>t fa ^ FcFIHH F1F FH falcT (l^) Ff?F 5 Zd ^ 

^fa 100 ZR FF?F^3TffadF ^FdTFI^f 3Tk*'^ M FH I *10 *, 2 xlO * FT 5 ^10*, ^ f, Ft FT ^UIW4? 

T^lfa FT ^JF F> FR(J(r*l ^ I 

[Fvf. U F^xrq-21 (182 )/2005 3 

Ft. T T^TPp, ffanFT, faffa FTF faTH 
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New Delhi, the 5h May, 2006 

S.O. 2055.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of the self-indicating, 
non-automatic (multi load cell type electronic weighbridge) weighing instrument with digital indication of “GW” series 
of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) and with brand name “GEO SCALE” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), 
manufactured by M/s. Geo Equipments Pvt. Ltd., 15, Gnanapuram, Kuniyamuthur P.O. Coimbatiore-641008 and which 
is assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/83; 

The said model (see the figure given below) is multi load cells based weigh bridge type weighing instrument 
with a maximum capacity of 50 tonne and minimum capacity of 200 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 10kg. It has 
a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect The light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall be done to prevent the opening machine for fraudulent 

practices. 



Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and up to 100 tonne and with 
number of verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5 kg. or more and with ‘e’ value 
lxl0 k , 2x10* or 5xl0\ k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved 
model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(182)/2005] 
P. A KRJSHNAMOORTHY, Director, Legal Metrology 
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zi 5 R$, 2006 

W. 3JT. 2056.-<£•$) 4 R<4>K Rfl, fafecT TJTf^^Rt 5RT RRJcT RT f^R RRft ^ RRTRH 

1%^ftqte"ft’Rf%Rfe?T waftTRTCRT^atftlfRRR, 1976 (1976 RR 60) cTRT RTH aft*R1R R1RRT 

(tfeff RiT 31jM)<H ) ftlRR, 1987^^^‘^3T^t 
w«faT rrfr aftr fafRm RftfsRfftRt* ^ t^tt t^h rrctt rftRi; 

3m.*, am, c$*)q 4K4.R , 333 3{fafoRR3ft RRT 36 Rft^R-RRT (7) aft*(8) 

RWfo< l T^r Rfqpft, Rfrft faSR, ftft q i g Tl Rfc ^ RTRft, VHg*IK HUfog l 136 135 T j t W II ^RT fiftfr R«TR RRRfaT R*f (RRiefal 
<*'[~M) ®lic} 3)<t»«h ^£eR 3RRRlfa?T did*1 "3R3JTR ( A^Pl^cn H^IYH-Tft H *t>K) R> hTsCI <t>I, 4i« R>T 

rtr "%rt" t (faft ’qygr^^rRfe^ wwt)aikM ar-pterfR 5 an$ rt^ t/ 09 / 06/35 w^tVw femr 

J WI $, 3iyi)vt hhiui-RR ^[0 aftr y=hif^m ^l 



^RR RfeeT RRi 9iP*fr 1H»K RR T$m aHIRlftR ^d9> l 4 Hg l M-Mtftg 3 E SR) RT 3R4R l fc m cfleB 4RR»<0 | 

% i ^RRft arftmmR $rarr 300 %.m afa ^-kir tot 2 fa, rt. tr wwh r rr h ar-^uid loomii 

f^ l fW' l ^ ^ vft l fati RRft ^ aiPdfokl 4> Rg*gft «W l ff ^ fcTR R?ftR Rft #cTft ^ tM ^ faR *ft f^RT 

^i^ni 

afa ^ftR TR3TR ^3RR 3Tfaf*TRR ^ RRT36Rft^R-RRT (12) £R1 Vlf^T^f Rfl RRftt RRft RR Rg Tftw RRcft t 
<l«w Rfe^T R> R> W ^•hi u i — 4d <ft 3RPftT "3Tft fapinkii &ki "3Tft fct«&ici, R> 3RJRR aftr Rmsfl ^ P*hh^ 

^<W hT'SCI ^5T Pih[®I I^JRT J l*il [<i[^Wd "3Rt ^^sfcH ^ ^ 4<*>, 'RRRfctT 3^k ehi^idd ^ dld*l <jm < *»< u I 'ft ?TA 

# 5 m rt zm* arto ^ <, ^ ,, rh ^ 1^5 100 -ft 10,000 ^ Rft f^r rtrprt rh (Tm)aRRRT r%ct 50 %.rt. ^ 

3Tf^aftriOOOl^.m^Rft3Tf«mmR^R?nRl^taftT ,, ^ ,, R^ xio* 2 xlo*RT5 xl0 % , ^ t, "5ft IHIW45 RT ^»\wm 
'jrfar rt "?pT ^ rr^tr $ 1 

[RJT. ^. -Si^RR-21 ( 328 )/2005] 

"'ft. R. ^^11#, fi^ ra r , fefaz rtt ftsr^H 








[smn-‘sps3(u>] 


27, 2006/^ 6, 1928 
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New Delhi, the 5h May, 2006 

S.O. 2056.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Mechanical Platform Mechanic-Pro-Weight Type) with analogue indication of Medium accuracy (Accuracy 
class-ill) and with brand name “NEELAM” manufactured by M/s. Markanda Scale Co., Gopi Vihar, Opp. Beriwala Peer, 
Shahabad Markanda-136 135, Haryana and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/35; 



The said model is a mechanical type lever based non-automatic weighing instrument (mechanical platform 
machine-pro-weighing type) with a maximum capacity of 300 kg. and minimum capacity of 2 kg. The verification scale 
interval (e) is 100 g. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and up to 1000 kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for‘e’value of 5g or more and with‘e’value of 1*10*, 2x10* 
or 5x10*, k being a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been 
manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(328)/2005] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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3$ 5 *7$, 2006 

357. OT. 2057.-^^! WsFK 357, 37f335Tft 3R7 3^ 3* 1%S7R 3R^ % 3?3T33F ^*737373 ?)*T3rt 

1976 (197635T60) 3*7T 373 3^*773*7733? 
(nU^f 3573733)33) Iw?, 1987%3333)* %373^3£ 37)^31335) *7*77331 $% wiidKT7%3 3ft 373fa^f *f)333*7T5R 

■^T«?T^Tr 3373 T^TT 3|R f%*7H 3ftfc*lfa4T *)' <jh^«ki 7^7 37313 35737 

373:, 373, %3fa T773577, 333 37faf33*7 3?) VRT 36 3?) 3*7-3I7T ( 7) 4* ( 8 ) 373 TOT ?lf%I% 357 7T3W 35*ft 
^ ^ $4<yi$*7, 3R 377^ %-650, 3773% %T Tfe *%77%37 7*7), %3^-600037, HtfKI 1 ? SRT f%3ft3 3^ 3*7T*f3T (33T%T7 

3*f-Il) 37^ **3[ % % 1 3sj<gcil % *<ftid, 3it*rajRid d)d*i ■4 h4)< u i (i«i<ri dN J7®hK) % *ft5R 357, f377% dl-S 357 

373 11 T^’ 1 t (f%ft ^77% M?3!^333 *7T53T 35?T *7371) 3?k 37j%^3377$ TJ3 %/09/05/919 *73l£fST3 13531*T37 

t, sttr^t y*7m-*T3 37 % afc TF F i fy r d 3573 ) ft 



333*77537 (.3)3 % 7 T| 371<jifci ^f) 7*3^ ld<j»a *13 5M 357 *777 37T3lf73 377331^73 (^3^7 3FT J135T7) % ( d)?H 443R°1 
11 sTfrow stottt 30 %.m t 37)7 40 m ti worn mwmh srto (i) 2 m ti ^ an % T g r H 

"3f3d t t3Tfl3>l *73 yfdVM *333Ttf d|cH«b 37% 3n%|<lcR 77*773 tl 7J35m 3o7F5)35 3T3l3 (T^t%) TOf 3)373 mR u HH 444$ Id 
35737 tl TF&m 230 <te 3?ft 50 y3713df 3T7T f^J3TOT 37 35% 35737 tl 

^Tfni'il i^Z 37t '^fcF7 % ^fdR3d R#T 37l 4)M<d^u[ oM^^rT % tRT7 *ft f353l 377^77! 

3k 4^ TOJR 333 3Tf3fW7 3177 36 3>t 3T-3TO (12) ^ y3^?7f33^ 33 3^ 3R^ 3f 3^3^77 3Rcft t 
f3> 333 HTsci % 375 * 7^7 % -5RTM-T3 % 37a4d 377t fqPiH?ai S777 3Ht RT5m, fs^l^i % 37 ^-HR 3 ^ 377) fflMii) ^ Pjrh$ 
333 3)|R.a 357 PihI u I f3537 337 ftPlWa 3^7) ^79^77 ^7 A*ti, 3*77^37 3(|t^ 3 >t 43TR3 ^ alcia 3335T3 ^7t &T J 1 

37) 1 ^ 50 13137. 33T ‘^* ^7H 100 ^ 5,000 337% ^ 373TOR (7^3) 3^T 100 fa.777. 37 3^ 37^737 % 

l f *773% %y 500 ^ 50,000 337 %) ^7 % WTT33 373337 (^3) 3%3 50 f%.37. c737 3T) 37f33m*7 ^337 3Tc)f 4* n i" 
*773 1 xlO * 2 xlO *37 5 xl0 % ,%t, % 33 l t*73> 37 3r >Hc*74> ^37 37 ^3% 3*7 ^<r3 f I 


[377. 37.15^3T7-21( 185)/2005] 
3). 3. ^TTFjfcT, m?73>, f%335 *773 feR7T3 





EMmn—are 3(A)] 


27, 20066, 1928 
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New Delhi, the 5th M&y, 2006 

S.O. 2057. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure #ven below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of “AJT” series of high accuracy (Accuracy class-II) and with 
brand name “ARROW”(hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. J & J Enterprises, L.I.G.-650, 
8th Main Road, Mogappair Eri, Chennai-600 037, Maharashtra and which is assigned the approval mark 
IND/09/05/919; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30kg. and minimum capacity of 40g. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply; 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing Shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50kg. and with number of verification 
scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 5000 for ‘e’ value of Img. to 50mg. and with number of verification scale interval 
(n) in the range of 5,000 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg. or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 * 10 k , 2x10“ or 5x10“, k being 
the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with 
the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(185)/2005] 
P. A KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 


1458GMXV—9 
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^1^,11^2006 

m. 3ff. 2058.-«TR#T HH4> fap?, 1987 ^ fam, 7 (1) (W) 3 «TR?ffa *TFF* 



sn? 

*farr 

*fatftra *TR?ffa RH4f» fal 

bviimh 3?r Term 

factor Bi^fa^ fat fafa 

(l) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

l 

3Tlf RB4308 : 2003 

*fan 1, afar 2005 

5^, 2006 


yftl4t 'HK^ MM4> HH4> W, 9, 48iJ< 71HT 'RPf, ^ farfl-110002, tfrfa? : 

fa#, ^Jl*, ^?i *JO|$ TOT wW : 3RFflW*, wffT, «jfa?T, chl4«l^<, (Jfll8h£l, 

{k<NK, FFTJ*, FHTTT, '5^ TOT fcH^H-dlJ<*T if f«fat f I 

[U : <j){W)/4MM4] 
4^t. arrteT, fldifto *<* 4 3rggr (fafasr ysftfaift) 
(BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS) 

New Delhi, the 11th May, 2006 

S.O. 2058.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 
1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which 
are given in the Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. No. No. and year of the Indian 

No. and year of the 

Date from which amend- 

Standards 

amendment 

ment shall have effect 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 IS 4308 :2003 

Amendment No. 1, April 2005 

5 May, 2006 


Copy of this Standard is avialable for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional Offices : New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and 
also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[No. CED/Gazette] 
J. C. ARORA, Sc. ‘E’ & Head (Civil Engg.) 

^ fa#, 15 2006 

*5T. 3CT. 2059.-*frdfa ^ fam, 1987 ^ fiPR 7 fa ’CT-faF? (1) fa CST) fa a*3*?*UT if -RFFE 

Q,cf^*ltl 3?fa*jffa ^RcJT t fa fa*? RRtffa *?H3» f^«U u ! fafa STJ^fa if fan w|?l! Wlfa fa W t :— 


31^ 

■3>R 

wifa HR** (faf) fat *rem 

^ fata; 

*T^ SKI 3TfaFffat 

HRfar HH«fc 3T*?^1 RHfat, fa*T 

fa, fat *fan fata<^ 

■**?rfarfafa 

(l) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

l 

wiW 14254 (Wl) 2006/3Tt$fat 
61131-1 (2003 ) sfaiFFf fa*? 

FFT 1 *J^T ( *?6t-([ jnfaiP>T) 

— 

31 Rlfa, 2006 















[WII—g”g3(u)3 2006/^3 6, 1928 4509 

W mfol TJFfl) ultT *TfGfcT HM4> *4*1, TO® *TO, 9 BBTJ* Hlf ^IPf, M f^fi-110002, qldUl 

M ftwft, ®ta®mr, mmm w*wta, ^mt, !1«wj$, tiro, 

^rcg*, TOgt, tot, ^ tot 1h»g r «Hngm 3 froft ig uto«t $ i 

[it t& 18/d-94] 

-km ”vf" t& ug® (fbip iwNWt) 

New Delhi, the 15th May, 2006 

S.O. 2059.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 
1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies the Indian Standards to the Indian Standards, particulars of 
which is given in the Schedule hereto annexed has been issued : 

SCHEDULE 


SI 

No. 

No. and year of the Indian 
Standards 

No. and year of the Indian 
Standards, if any, Superseded 
by the New Indian Standards 

Date of Established 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

IS 14254 (Part 1:2006/tEC) 
61131-1 (20(D) Programmable 
controllers Part 1 General 
information (First Revision) 


March 2006 


Copy of this Standard is avialable for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional Offices : New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and 
also Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[No. ET 18/T-94] 

P. K. MUKHERJEE, Sc. “F” & Head (Electro) Technical) 

17^,2006 

TFT.3TT. 2060-^jfa H*®R rMbTT 3 *TB 3HTO® Ulffa BfeTT t ft? TOST IP* 3 ™ 

-qirrcnrffgKT mq>fo® dffe®) sro, "g® "siflptfc 

afa,H*®rc3, frj rfW TO afa®fTO qr ^l^ # l sfafNq, 1962 (1962®T50)*>t 

mi 2 (®) ^ sNH 3lPT3^^T.3n. 668<3T),^nfl® 11 *T$, 2005 m W lT ^ l N IKSE-fl^T (lf*TOT) fW^’M 

H to^t tr sift®]# ^ ^rf ®t ^ fas urfvfcr fa® m ; 

all* H*®R, 3?lfa®T all* ®fa* (gfa ^ aflf*^®T afT^T) 1962 (1962 ®?50) 

mi 3 ’3W*T (1) ^ 3T*fa all* T Hf f Wi far mm *>t aiP^W lt WH 3569 T^r 3567 Ifafa 

29-09-2005 SRT TOR TOPHft 4faftfae gfa 3TOt*T ^ atTfa®!*^ 3T$T^ fa*«ff; 

ara:,3W,^£^lT^,'^tf^afa®f^^ 1962 (1962 

®r so) ms 2(®) ali* 3 m 3 ^-®tr (1) grcr to itfar*f*®r m *t®*^*fa 

* ^TT ®RT ajfaff*® *, w ♦ fa W# * faP#fc «TR?T *R®K ^ 3?ft Mlfftl® 

inwm ^ ar^^pw iRwrft ^ ifliNrT i 
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G5-TO 

1. 8-10-2005 ^T.3TT. 3569 29-9-2005 10980, 10984 10988 H i 









^■=f. 


rife 





(^R. f) 



(i*L f) 

«imk 

209 

0.16 

«(MR 

209 

0.18 


507 

0.13 


507 

0.23 


334 

0.08 


334 

0.16 


336/1 

0.16 


336/1 

0.17 


337 

0.17 


337 

0.04 

2, W 08-10-2005 ^^T.3n. U 3567 29-09-2005 

10971 ^ 1 








f^cTT 



r^1<rtl 


rik 



Rldfel 

m 

m' 



[TO K T^T 14014/1/05-^. ( < RFT-II) ] 


MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 
AMENDMENT 

New Delhi, the 17th May, 2006 

S. O. 2060.—Whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of natural gas through Jagoti to Pithampur and spur pipelines in the State of Madhya Pradesh, a pipeline 
should be laid by the GAIL (India) Limited; 

And whereas, the Government authorized Sh. Nishikant Parchure on honorarium from the State Government of 
Madhya Pradesh to GAIL (India) Limited to perform the functions of the Competent Authority under clause (a) of Section 
2 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) vide S.0.668(E). 

And whereas, the Central Government in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas vide Notification Nos. S.O. 
3569 and 3567, dated 29-09-2005 issued under sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines 
(Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) for acquisition of right of user in the land specified in the 
respective corrigendum annexed thereto; ^ 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of Section 2 and sub-section (1) of Section 3 of 
the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government 
being satisfied that it is necessary in the public interest, so to do, hereby directs that the notification of the Government of 
India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas specified in the schedule mentioned below may be amended in the 
manner specified in the corresponding entry in the said schedule. 

CORRIGENDUM 

1. In the Gazette, of India dated 8-10-2005 vide No. S.O. 3569 dated 29-09-2005 on Page Nos. 1089, 
10993 and 10996. 


As per Gazette 




Be read as 


Village 

Survey No. 

Area 
(in Hect.) 

Village 

Survey No. 

Area (in Hect.) 

Barkhedi Bazar 

209 

ai6 

Barkhedi Bazar 

209 

0.18 

Panth Piplai 

507 

0.13 

Panth Piplai 

507 

0.23 

Karondiya 

334 

ao8 

Karondiya 

334 

0.16 


336/1 

ai6 


336/1 

0.17 


337 

an 


337 

0.04 
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2. In the Gazette of India dated 08-10-2005 vide No. S.O. 3567 dated 29-09-2005 on Page No. 10972.' 

As per Gazette _ Be read as _ 

District Tehsil Village District Tehsil Village 

Indore Depalpur Silotiya Dhar Dhar Silotiya 

[F. No. L-14014/1/05-G.P. (Pt-II)} 
S.B. MANDAL, Under Secy. 


t_ A __ 

^VfltW 

^ 18ri$, 2006 

riiT.3TT. 2061.-^5tri W^FR riit dtalftd 3 riF smTtt ridtd FtflT t % 3TTri ri^TT JJFQ 3 rilri* riftrifaRT 
(^TsihRtT)— nfaql'qn o«t> ^t?Tri> riftqsi ri» (§TVril) fcifais ski, lVw$ 

^R, RR&K t, afa -gprsr rif?ritflSH Slfafririri, 1962 (1962 riri 50) rift 

rim 2 ^ tsps (ri>) 3T#r srfri^riRT H riJi.3n. 522 ( 31 ) cnfter 30 ^r, 1990 sm ^rfri f&t wh w<sk 3 % (sfcsrii) 

tf yfoFi^jRw ri* fs'<) riit 'Sflfriri>Rt rif ^crif ri>T Mld-1 ri>Tt rif Rm rilfri^f>n 1ri»riT riT; 

a#P, WsfiK, frg t fctriri ^R ^friri M l gHd l gd (’JpT tfFririW ^ 3rf^JR ri>T acpfo) rilfrifririri, 1962 (1962 riri 

so) rift rim 3 rift^ri-rim (i) ^ 3nftri%rts?fc uiffiirirfaiiaraririftsift^rru fit. an. 2274 6 - 9-2004 

■gm BcPri HHiVMt tf friPift**! njfri "4 «H<iRi ri> STfririJR ri» 3Ftri rit riPt ri»t <ft; 

3R:, 3Tri f ^ri TRriTR, t$Ririri sfa (tjfa^f Friritri ^ srfriririT riri 3F*ri) Slftfariri, 1962 (1962 

ri>T 50) rift rim 2 rit -ms (ri>) Glfl* rim 3 rift 'Sri-rim ( 1 ) '£K1 3 F*ri rilfridrit riri riritri ript IP* riF 'HMirii’i Ft riit ri* 1ri» 
?ltri>tFcT tf i^BI riJTriT 3flri7riri» t, riF fMf?I t<ft t fri> it'd rif^id riTri 3 )! *f trifriff^S riPcT rit A^IRimh 3?P riJfjfdri) 

ririMri rift 3Tfri^ririI *f 3 Sricf 3p^Jrit rift FrSriHt rifrife 3 ^tfri 3 ^ttriri trim ril ^ril I 

1. riror ^ TTririri ftriPF 11 -9-2004 ^ U ri^lSTT. 2274 triritrif 6-9-2004 3^3 U 5396 riT I 



riririri ^ 3ij«K 



rif^r 


rilri 

^ri. 

3TR3ftt.^. 3rf% 

riTri 

riT^ri. 

3rf% 


-m fetririd ri. 

riT^^I^Tri^. 


Hri fefririri ri. 

^ t^P* 



(t*L ^f) 

- 


(trie, tf) 


367 riPT 

0.0261 

rit^TT3fe 

367 riPT 

0.0081 


366 rilri 

0.1573 


366/21* riPT 

0.1052 


376 riPT 

0.1749 


376/1 riPT 

0.0243 


377 riPT 

0.2250 


376/2 riPT 

0.0728 


375 riPT 

0.0180 


377 riPT 

0.0567 


369 riPT 

0.3960 


375/1 riPT 

0.0243 


370 riPT 

0.0180 


369/2 riPI 

0.1335 


372 riPT 

0.0468 


369/2 riPT 

0.0931 


371 riPT 

0.0252 


370 riPT 

0.0040 



' 


372 riPT 

0.0283 


ril^ 1 

1.0873 


V 1 

0,5503 


[m U ^T-14014/19/2004-rift.rit. ] 
t^.rit. H'Jsci, 3m7 «pqq 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 27, 2006/JYAISTHA6, 1928 [Part IT-Sec 3(u)] 


AMENDMENT 

New Delhi, the 18th May, 2006 

S.O. 2061.—Whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of natural gas from LANCO Power Project (Kondapalli)—Vijaywada pipeline project in the State of Andhra 
Pradesh, a pipeline should be laid by the GAIL (India) Limited; 

And whereas, the Government authorized Deputy Collector on deputation from the State Government of Andhra 
Pradesh to GAIL (India) Limited to perform the functions of the Competent Authority under clause (a) of Section 2 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) vide S.O.522(E) dated the 
30th June, 1990. 

And whereas, the Central Government in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas vide Notification No. S.0.2274 
dated 6-9-2004 issued under sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of 
User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) for acquisition of right of user in the land specified in the respective corrigendum 
annexed thereto; - 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of Section 2 and sub-section (1) of Section 3 of 
the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government 
being satisfied that it is necessary in the public interest, so to do, hereby directs that the notification of the Government of 
India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas specified in the schedule mentioned below may be amended in the 
manner specified in the corresponding entry in the said schedule. 

CORRIGENDUM 


1. In the Gazette of India dated 11-09-2004 vide No. S.0.2274 dated 6-9-2004 on Page No. 5396. 



As*per Gazette 



Be read as 


Village 

Survey No./ 

Area to be 

Village 

Survey No./ 

Area to be 



Sub Div. No. 

acquired for 


Sub Div. 

No. 

acquired for 

ROU (in Hect) 



ROU (in 

HecL) 






Gdlapudi 

367 Part 

0.0261 

Gollapudi 

367 Part 

0.0081 


366 Part 

0.1573 


366/2A Part 

a 1052 


376 Part 

0.1749 


376/1 Part 

a0243 


377 Part 

0.2250 


376/2 Part 

a0728 


375 Part 

0.0180 


377 Part 

0.0567 


369 Part 

0.3960 


375/1 Part 

G.0243 


370 Part ' 

0.0180 


369/2 Part 

a 1335 


372 Part 

0.0468 


369/2 Part 

0.0931 


371 Part 

0.0252 


370 Part 

0.0040 





372 Part 

0.0283 


Total 

1.0873 


Total 

0.5503 


[F. No. L-14014/19/2004-G.P. ] 
S.B. MANDAL, Under Secy. 
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Rf fSSrft, 18 2006 

^T. 3TT. 2062.—*R+K% affcigftjl 

WWT (’JpT 3 '3^7 % arf^JR ^T 3T^T) STfafWT, 

1962 (1962 50) (f^ ^ RV^ W 3TfafWT 

W RRT t) #f *TRT 3 Rft^R-«TRT (l) % 3T#R VRtf 
W<et»K % 3?k yi^fd«ti H?lldR #1 3lffeK£eMI R(£U 

m3TT. 692 (3T), T& 693(3?) <IRta 14-6-2004 SRT, TR 
3Tftl^4HI # RcRH 31^# 3 RlPl!^ 'jf*T^f'*t^T ( SP^R I) 
SHI HSKI^ TP»T ^ S^-^kf-OTT TTgf RR R1$ MH l fl 
Hk%5RT % Trap? # Rl$fa«t> % R pR I gH %%R 9 l $M<H l gH 

%■ %■ fcm_ <J4<il 4 l # 3lffcI4)|<. R>T 3i'4'l «tK^ %■ 

3|R% 3TRR? #f ti)N»ll #t #; 

3?k "3cRT TF51Rf#T 3?ftRJ*T?T Rft MRl*ll 3Hai #1 fli-0<3 
1-3-2005 # 10-3-2005 RRI ^1 # R^ #; 

3fk hishch^i fossil % rmi-*? if 7f rirt 3n#qf 
R? W1 RlP*H6!<l SRI 1%RR RR f^HTT ’TOT t 3ffc '3# 3 H^;jIM 

RR fSRT RRT If; 

3fk TTSRT RTpspSRl %, 3#rfro R?f RRT 6 #f 

”3R-«7RT ( 1 ) % 3mfa %^R RRER #1 3?R# kRt2 ^ # t; 

3?k'R$fR Hifa'fcKl 3 R??M£r*1^Rr3%R7xI^ 
3fk R<£ 73HTOPT iff R7! f# <JcRT 'jf*? HI^H<rfl5’¥ fR?5T^ % 
%I? <J4<il 4 i % 3?fRR>R R>T 3|'»f*l **><•1 eRT 

faPw'l A l P=t)4l 

3RT:, 3RT, %-Sk? RTRjR, <jcfc| 3?fkfRRR R)f RRT 6 #f 
^R-RRT (1) SRI RSR rPki# R>T TRHT RR?1 inr R1T 
RRcfr t % W # -R^FT apjg# 3 fapfe ijfa 3 

HI§HC1I5^ f“IS9l’l Rn< ■6H 4 ^ 4 I % 3?ft|4iK «bl 3^-1 -Jlldl %; 

3?k, %^?fk7^R^»R, : 3=RT STfkkPRT^f ^THT6 '^ff'^R-VRT 
(4) SHI h<t 1 ?if=Ki4l «hl h41 4 I^R^^, fi^l ^cff % Pt> 

% fcTC ’jfR -% 3M^J| ^5T aifSRJR, ^^011% y+|VH 

■^Ff ai<l<a %=Skr RT^R 3 Pifefl ^ % =RTIt 
f«(art «t>i ywiq 4><*l «=llc{| ifcl (5fw« 4 ii) reiTnis k' 5 V 11 
afk ci^Rk, tjffcr ^ 3 r%t srfaspR, w 3if«RrtRfi 

f^r^Fff 3?k?mf % 3wkr Rkt ir^\, ^ 

(#^ri) %fk^ kifs?r #n 1 


HHHli*l -qpM 


113 

114 

115 
111 
156 
54/1 
54/2 
54/3 
50/1 
51/1 
52/0 
44/0 
47/6 
47/7 
35/1 
34/2 
119/4 

119/21?+# 

120/3 

120/5 

164 

40/22 

41/6/4 

41/3/2 

41/3/3 

41/3/4 

41/3/5 

41/3/7 

41/4/1 

41/3/11 

41/3/12 

41/1/4+2/4 

41/1/6+2/6 

41/7 

44/8 

56/1 

48/1 

536/1+2 

537 


00-01-00 
0001-00 
00-2600 
0002-00 
0020-00 
0005-00 
001800 
000400 
000200 
000600 
000400 
001800 
001700 
0008-00 
000900 
0008-00 
000050 
0024-80 
0003-30 
0007-20 
0002-70 
0003-00 
000200 
0001-00 
0001-00 
0003-00 
0006-00 
0005-00 
0001-00 
0007-00 
0002-00 
0003-00 
000050 
0001-00 
0021-00 
0001-00 
0001-00 
0015-00 
0003-00 
000400 
002500 




3^^ 



615 

001600 






631 

0011-00 

P4<HI 

AS# ci 



3TR.#.^ 

626 

0001-00 





3Tf%cTRR3% 

638 

0001-00 





tcR^TPPI 

635 

0001-00 





(t^R^f) 

637 

686 

0001-00 

000400 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

698 

000300 






695 

000400 

OTT5 

hhhiM 


72/5 

0001-00 

711 

0001-00 




52/0 

000600 

710 

000300 
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1 

wm 


■Rmra 719 

718 
800 
780 

805 
807 

806 
898 

361 

358 
258 
257 
256 
238 

234 
231 
233 
224 

235 
205 
216 
148 
158/3 

107 
102 

108 
101 
98 

oi-SHhrl 400 
390 

362 

359 

356 

357 
347 

307 

308 
331 

309 

312 

313 
311 
298 
296 

■'imcfl 365 
364 
389 

392 

393 
113/1 
113/2 j 
91/1 
93/1W1 


00-05-00 wi trmra 
00-03-00 
00-03-00 
00-00-50 
00-08-00 
00 - 01-00 
00 - 10-00 
00 - 01-00 
00-03-00 
0004-00 
00 - 01-00 
00 - 02-00 
00 - 02-00 
00 - 01-00 
0011-00 
00 - 01-00 
00-0 MX) 

00-03-00 

0001-00 

0005-00 

0008-00 

0012-00 

0011-00 

0015-00 

0005-00 

0007-00 

000600 

0008-00 

0008-00 

0002-00 

0001-00 

0006-00 

0009-00 

0003-00 

0005-00 

OOIOOO 

0018-00 

0004-00 

002000 

0002-00 

0001-00 

0044-00 

0001-00 

0001-00 

0015-00 

0023-00 

0014-00 

0002-00 

0064-00 

0003-00 

0017-00 

0013-00 


3 

4 

5 

SMcGdl 

87/m 

0003-00 


87/l^t 

0001-00 


87/2TT 

001600 


87/4 

0003-00 


79/3 

0004-00 


36 

0038-00 


102/10 

0014-00 


102/11 

0018-00 


102/12 - 

0023-00 


102/15 

002000 


25/4 

002000 


25/12 

0001-00 


103/2 

0015-00 


15 

0015-00 


355 

0001-00 


353 

0013-00 


354 

0012-00 


358 

0023-00 


362 

0006-00 


365 

0006-00 


347 

0016-00 


341 

0002-00 


320 

0017-00 


262 

0003-00 


257 

0006-00 


256 

0015-00 


230 

0007-00 


228 

0001-00 


186 

00-06-00 


183 

0011-00 


176 

0003-00 


177 

0007-00 


199 

0019-00 


104 

0011-00 


139 

•0045-00 


138 

0087-00 


137/2 

0048-00 


141/2 

0032-00 


142/1(H+*). 0025-00 


141/3 

0005-00 


50 

0028-00 


158/7 

0004-00 


159 

0015-00 


127/12A 

0018-00 


28/7 

000050 

• 

126/4 

0005-00 


126/5 

0021-00 


124/5 

0001-00 


124/7 

0001-00 


23 

00-06-00 


26 

000050 


139 

0059-00 
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1 

m 


2 

3 

4 

5 

1 

2 

3 

4 








74/5# 

T TH J II C I 


27 

00-1200 

WT5 

HH9I3 




25/1# 

0000-50 




74/7# 



36 

000500 




12/17 



35/3 

000400 




12/33 



35/4 

00-2200 




13/1 



43/5 

00-1400 




15/9 



66 

000300 




16/14 



131 

00-3000 




16/15 



140 

00-5100 




16/23 



40 

004700 




16/31 



68 

00-1600 




22/1 



600 

000800 




23/1 



589 

00-2000 




23/2 



585 

00-2000 




23/9 



584 

0001-00 




23/10 



407 

000400 




25/1! 



415 

000200 




25/12 



416 

000200 




25/15 



274 

00-1100 




25/17 



251 

0001-00 




25/18 



173 

000200 




25/19 



175 

0001-00 




30/9 



143 

00-1200 




30/11 



42/3 

000700 




30/12 



39/1 

000300 




30/13 



40/3 

00-1000 




32/1 



40/5 

OOOIOO 




32/2 








174/2 



40/6 

0001-00 







36/10 

00-1000 




174/3 

174/4 



36/12 

000300 




174/29 



37/4 

0001-00 




174/15 



37/5 

00-1100 




174/16 



34/7 

000400 




174/25 



34/8 

0001-00 




174/11^+# 



32/5 

000300 




175/2 



32/6 

0001-00 




175/6 



32/7 

00-1800 




175/7 



28/1 

00-2000 




175/8 



28/5 

000900 




175/9 



28/7 

0001-00 




47 


! 

27/6 

000200 




52 



27/7 

OOOIOO 




53/1 



72/1 

00-3100 




223 



' 73/1 

000600 




153/17+18 



73/3 

000600 




193/3 



73/4 

000400 


r 


193/4 



73/5 

000400 




193/8 



73/6 

00-3300 




193/11 



73/7 

0001-00 




192/3 



74/2# 

00-1500 




239/35 



74/201 

000700 




239/36 



74/251 

000700 




239/43 


5 


00 - 01-00 

00 - 01-00 

00-08-00 

0045-00 

00-05-00 

00 -11-00 

00-04-00 

0006-00 

0006-00 

0005-00 

0001-00 

0008-00 

00 -11-00 

0001-00 

0002-00 

0001-00 

0004-00 

0001-00 

00 - 12-00 

0003-00 

0001-00 

000)00 

0003-00 

00-2400 

00-1200 

00-1500 

00-1100 

oooioo 

00-3300 

00-2000 

0001-00 

004200 

OOOIOO 

000400 

00-2600 

000200 

00-2000 

00-1900 

000200 

00-1600 

000400 

000900 

00-1000 

00-1700 

oooioo 

000700 

000700 

000400 

000300 

000300 

000200 

000200 

0001-00 
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139/13 

00-07-00 


189/4 

00-06-00 


189/10 

00-08-00 


459 

0008*00 


451 

0025-00 


452 

0007-00 


453 

000050 


454 

0009-00 


438 

001300 


442 

000400 


441 

001700 


443 

001700 


433 

001300 


414 

005700 


413 

000400 


404 

000200 


416 

0011-00 


399 

001900 


400 

001500 


378 

003500 


380 

003100 


278/1+2 

002400 


279 

0011-00 


274 

000050 


270 

000400 


269 

001800 


265M+# 

000600 


266 

0001-00 


267 

003400 


268 

0011-00 


273A* 

002800 


232 

000300 

- 

230 

0001-00 


244 

000200 


233 

010600 


234/q+# 

001500 


226M+# 

004200 


228AI 

001500 


227 

000500 


222 

002700 


217 

004300 


216 

002600 


215 

000600 


214 

000900 


213 

001200 


212 

004300 


328 

002900 


188 

0001-00 


339 

0011-00 


340 

004200 


348 

000900 


349 

000900 


350 

000800 




4 5 

166 

000050 

352 

002400 

165 

003300 

164 

000050 

371 

000500 

380 

003700 

38 !/<*+# 

003200 

384/** 

000900 

384/# 

001500 

18 

001700 

389 

006100 

394 

000200 

392 

001400 

393 

0001-00 

414 

003900 

415 

002000 

423 

000400 

425 

000050 

430 

000050 

431 

000200 

432 

001600 

446 

0011-00 

445 

000700 

450 

000800 

452 

001400 

442 

00050 

453 

000200 

455 

000600 

456 

002000 

454 

000600 

52/10 

001500 

52/mj 

000400 

52/11# 

000400 

51/1 

000200 

51/7R 

002500 

51/2# 

002500 

51/2# 

002500 

51/2# 

002500 

50/3 

000600 

45 

002600 

44/1 

002400 

44/2 

002400 

44/3 

002400 

44/4 

002400 

44/5 

002400 

44/6 

002400 

37/ltyl/ 

003800 

37/1W2/ 

003800 

37/1W3/ 

003800 

37/1# 

003800 

37/1# 

003800 

37/1# 

003800 

37/1^ 

003800 

37/1^ 

003800 
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2 3 4 5 




^-35* 


itm 


^sm 




37/1# 00-38-00 

37/1RR 00-38-00 

38/1/1 0047-00 

38/1/2 0047-00 

38/1/3 0047-00 

38/1/4 0047-00 

38/1/5 0047-00 

38/1/6 0047-00 

12/4/ 0002-00 

11/1/ 000600 

11/3/ 000500 

11/4/ 00*17-00 

11/5/ 000100 

18/1/ 000600 

8/1/ 000700 

8/2/ 000800 

8/3/ 00-2100 

8/4/ 00-1400 

8/5/ 00-2800 

5/3/ 00-2400 

5/6/ 000500 

5/7/ 000400 

5/8/ 000500 

5/9/ 00-1100 

5/10/ 0001-00 

5/11/ 0001-00 

1/1/ 00-1100 

1/6R 000800 

1/6# 000800 

1 m 00-1600 

1/8# 000400 

1/7/ 000400 

2/1/ 00-2400 

2/3/ 000700 

5/m 000900 

5/1# 000900 

61/m 0001-00 

61/1# 0001-00 

61/1# 0001-00 

63/m 00-1500 

63/1# 00-1500 

64/2 00-1400 

21/5 00-1400 

21/6 00-13-00 

21/8 000200 

21/9 00-2000 

21/10 000200 

25/1 OR. 00-1400 

25/12 00-1600 

25/13 000700 

25/14 00-2200 


1 2 3 

WI5 


4 5 

25/24 

000300 

25/25+26 

00-1400 

143/1 

00-1200 

143/2 

0001-00 

143/3 

00-1200 

135/1 

00-1900 

135/2 

00-1900 

26/2/ 

000900 

27 

00-1800 

31/25 

00-10-50 

31/32 

000500 

31/33 

000500 

31/37 

0001-00 

31/38 

000600 

31/39 

000400 

31/45 

00-1800 

31/46+47 

00-2500 

35/3 

00-1400 

35/5 

00-2000 

35/6 

00-1100 

35/7 

000800 

35/8 

000800 

35/9 

00-1600 

35/13 

0001-00 

35/14 

OOOIOO 

36 

00-1000 

37/1 

00-3100 

37/5 

000900 

37/6 

OOOIOO 

37/7 

000200 

37/9 

000700 

37/11 

002900 

37/12 

000800 

37/32 

00-5500 

37/37 

000200 

37/38 

OOOIOO 

37/39 

00-1600 

37/40 

000900 

41/1 

000200 

41/2R 

00-2000 

42/2# 

000800 

41/9 

000700 

41/11 

000300 

41/18 

00-3300 

41/19 

001200 

44/1 

00-1500 

44/2 

00-1500 

44/9 

00-1100 

44/11 

00-2500 

44/12 

00-2200 

44/14 

000600 

44/15 

00-1900 

44/16 

00-3000 

44/18 

001600 

44/20 

001600 

44/21 

OOIOOO 
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1 2 

wrs 


3, 

4 

5 


222 

00-13-00 


225 

00-01-00 


96 

00-19-00 


95 

00-17-00 


90 

00-15-00 


703 

00-09-00 


854 

0002-00 


683 

00-29-00 


609 

0006-00 


610 

0001-00 


606 

00-2000 


602 

00-2300 


513 

00-1600 


515 

00-1000 


582 

0001-00 


517 

0001-00 


519 

0001-00 


5181* 

000900 


518# 

000900 


496 

00-1400 


579 

00-1500 


532 

00-2300 


574 

000300 


557 

00-1000 


541 

00-1100 

lit 

7/1 

000500 


7/2W1 

000200 


mm 

000200 


7/2# 

000900 


7/3** 

00-2000 


7/3# 

00-2000 


23/n* 

000300 


23/l#f2 

000300 


44/1 

0007-00 


44/2 

000700 


45/l^-2+ 

3*^l#+3# 

000200 


43/2 

00-1700 


43/2** 

00-1700 


25/10/ 

0001-00 


25/16/ 

00-11-00 

^ • 

3% 

000500 


420 

0006-00 


381 

000600 


380 

000400 


15 

000500 


368 

000500 


19 

000700 


366 

000200 


21 

000800 


304 

000900 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

WFS 



302 

000200 




294 

000600 




293 

000300 




292 

000300 




285 

000900 




290 

000700 




289 

000900 




281 

000300 




279 

000600 




277 

000700 




273 

000300 




264 

000600 




260 

000500 




229 

000900 


Tter 


750/1X 

00-7600 




732 

00-3900 




728 

00-1100 




727 

00-1800 




725 

00-1500 




723 

00-2200 




707 

00-2100 




174 

000900 




175 

000400 




23 

00-5500 




36/4 

00-3100 




34/2 

00-1600 




34/3 

00-1300 




31 

00-1400 




90 

00-3400 




88 

00-2600 




84 

0001-00 




97 

00-2400 




168 

000700 




163 

00-1500 




162 

000700 




147 

00-2600 




158 

00-1900 




19/7 

000400 




17/2# 

00-1700 




17/4 

000300 




77/4/1 

000200 




75/2^2# 

00-1000 




26/10 

0001-00 




58/1 "Q4-# 

00-1700 



* 

58/2 

00-1800 




27/1 

004300 




27/2 

000600 




40/1 

00-2300 




36/7 

00-1200 




36/7 

00-1900 




126/3 

0001-00 




126/9 

000400 




126/11 

0001-00 




121/1 

00-1000 



WTS ' 




121 / 3 ^ 3 # 

0007-00 

121/4 

0004-00 

119/5 

0019-00 

118 

0022-00 

172/24 

0010-00 

116 / 1 # 5 

000600 

174/1 # 4 

0013-00 

117/3 

0001-00 

113 

0015-00 

95/1 l 


95/2 J 

004000 

95/3 

0005-00 

95/4 1 


95/5 J 

0002-00 

94 /Hi 


94 / 1 # > 

000600 

94/2 


93/1 

0005-00 

93 / 2+4 

0015-00 

93 / 5 * 3 , 5 # 

0003-00 

93/6 

002000 

92 

0001-00 

146/1 

0003-00 

146/2 

0001-00 

142/2 

0011-00 

142/4 

0005-00 

142/7 

0011-00 

142/9 

0012-00 

142 / 11+14 

0026-00 

142/20 

0002-00 

143/1 

00 - 06-00 

143/2 

0012-00 

143/4 

0001-00 

143/5 

0001-00 

143/6 

oooooo 

179 / 1+3 

0018-00 

179/2 

0026-00 

176 

0001-00 

125 / 1 # 

0001-00 

125 / 2 # 

001400 

125 / 4 # 

0008-00 

125 / 8 # 

0005-00 

126 / 1 # "I 


! 

> 0027-00 

126 / 4 # J 

1 

737 

0001-00 

699 

0016-00 

700 

003000 

696/1 

0001-00 

695 

0008-00 

1217 

00 - 16-00 


■ wus 




Os u l , l<5 




f##?r 

■* n # 


1229 00 - 10-00 

1230 00 - 08-00 

1232 /q 00 - 09-00 

1232 /# 00 - 09-00 

1247 00 - 11-00 

1248 00 - 01-00 

1246 00 - 51-00 

40 / 1 , 2 , 3 , 4^1 

4 #, 5 $10 IM - 39-00 
118 / 1 + 2 , 3,4 ^ 
5 , 6 ty 6 W 2 

6 W 3 , 6 W 4 , > 67-00 

6ty6 L 

6#7,8,10f^l | 

10 #, 10 #/ 

10 # 

' 10^11 J 


88/2 #7 

0012-00 

89 / 1,2 

0017-00 

87 / 4 , 5 , 9 * 3 ; ] 


9 ,# 9 #/ 10 , 

015-00 

11 , 12,13 . 


99 / 1 , 2 , 3 , 4,5 

f 0062-00 

7,10 


202 

0002-00 

91 

0028-00 

95 

0009-00 

97 

0005-00 

96 

0036-00 

100 

0003-00 

101 

003400 

102 

0001-00 

105 

0008-00 

83 

0011-00 

81 

0035-00 

80 

0025-00 

73 

0025-00 

77 

0003-00 

78 

0016-00 

79 

0005-00 

66 

0098-00 

69 

0002-00 

65 

000600 

62 

0002-00 

63 

0017-00 

53 

0003-00 

54 

0009-00 

52 

0003-00 

51 

0005-00 

50 

0012-00 

47 

0005-00 







4520 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 27,2006/JYAISTHA6,1928 


[PartII—SEC. 3(ii)] 


1 2 
<HlPlfl 


3 

4 

5 

1 2 3 4 

5 


46 

000200 

OHlPlO ^PM 67/14 

004)3-00 


45 

0001-00 

67/15 

004)1-00 


48 

00-2000 

67/17 

004)64)0 


40 

00-3900 

67/16 

00-21-00 


37 

00-2800 

67/19 

004)2-00 


29 

oooooo 

67/22 

004)14)0 


32 

000100 

67/26 

00-01-00 


28 

000200 

67/27 

004)4-00 


27 

004000 

67/30 

00-164X) 


1366 

00-2400 

67/31 

004)84)0 


1362 

00-1500 

67/32 

00-14-00 


1364 

0001-00 

73W13 

00-21-00 


1365 

000500 

7333/22 

0007-00 


1051 

000800 

73P/26 

0007-00 


1053 

00-2800 

74/5 

00-12-00 


1052 

000600 

74/11 

00-21-00 


1057 

000200 

74/13 

0003-00 


1054 

000200 

74/15 

00-3200 


1060 

IfYU 

000900 

^Tfw 73 

0043-00 


1UO i 

1065 

UU-jlrUU 

00-1500 

74 

0042-00 


1064 

00-2500 

63 

0045-00 


1068 

OOOIOO 

60 

0007-00 

WFTI 

93/1/1^1/31 00-1400 

65 

58 

00-15-00 

00-614X) 


37/8^4+-# 000800 

170/13 

. 00-12-00 


68/2 

000900 

170/14 

0001-00 


69/1 

00-2200 

170/16 

00-29-00 


148/4 

00-3300 

170/17 

00-14-00 


149/1/5 

000100 

39/1 

00-3000 


153/1 

000500 

39/3 

OOOIOO 


153/5 

00-1400 

169/2 

OOOIOO 


153/6 

00-1000 

43/1 

00-1700 


153/10 

00-2900 

48/3 

0001-00 


154/16 

004500 

48/5 

004100 


1390 

001500 

164/6 

000400 


1385 - 

000700 

163/10 

00-1700 


1377 

002900 

163/11 

000600 


1378 

002400 

u Wl- 14014/12/06-^t. -it. ] 


1287 

002100 

TO. it. 


1288 

001500 

New Delhi, the 18th May, 2006 



1289 

002400 




1292 

000300 

S.O. 2062.—Whereas by notification of the Gov¬ 


1290 

000800 

ernment of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 


I262«ft 

002500 

Gas number S.O. 692(E) & 693(E) dated 14-06-2004 issued 


mo 


under sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 


1 74A 

UUOoHAJ 

OTLl l JY) 

Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of Users in Land), 


1 

vAri 1 

Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) (hereinafter referred to as the said 



Act), the Central Government declared its intention to ac¬ 


1/12,1/3,2,3 00-9500 

quire the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule 


1343 

000500 

appended to that notification for the purpose of laying 


67/8 

002600 

pipeline for transport of natural gas through Dahej-Hazira- 


67/9 

000100 

Uran and spur pipelines project in the State of Maharashtra 


67/13 

000300 

by the GAIL (India) Limited; 
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And whereas copies of die said Gazette notification 
were made available to the public on the 01-03-2005 to 
104)3-2005; 

And whereas the objections received from the pub¬ 
lic to the laying of the pipeline have been considered and 
disallowed by the Competent Authority; 

And whereas the Competent Authority has, under 
Sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, submitted its 
report to the Central Government; 

And whereas the Central Government has, after con¬ 
sidering the said report, decided to acquire the Right of 
User in the lands specified in the Schedule; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that the Right of User in the 
land specified in the Schedule is hereby acquired for lay¬ 
ing the pipeline; 

And, further, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
Sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs that the Right of User in the 
said land for laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in 
the Central Government, vest, on this date of the publica- 


tion of the declaration, in the GAIL (India) Limited, free 
from all encumbrances. 

SCHEDULE 

District Tehsil Village 

Survey 

Area to 


No. 

be acquired 
for RoU 

(in Heactare) 

12 3 

4 

5 

Raigad Mangaon Vadpale 

72/5 

00014)0 


52/0 

0006-00 

Panose 

113 

00014)0 


114 

00014)0 


115 

00-26-00 


111 

00024)0 


156 

00-2000 

Tempale 

54/1 

00054)0 


54/2 

00-184X) 


54/3 

0004-00 


50/1 

00024)0 


51/1 

00-0000 


52/0 

000400 


44/0 

00-1800 


47/6 

00-1700 


47/7 

000800 


35/1 

000900 


34/2 

000800 

Koste 

119/4 

0000-50 

Budruk 

119/2A+B 00-24-80 


120/3 

0003-30 


120/5 

0007-20 


164 

0002-70 
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5 


Raigad 


Salve 

224 

00-03-00 


235 

00-01-00 


205 

00-05-00 


216 

00-08-00 


148 

00-12-00 


158/3 

00-11-00 


107 

00-15-00 


102 

00-05-00 


108 

00-07-00 


101 

00-06-00 


98 

00-08-00 

Khandpale 400 

000800 


390 

0002-00 


362 

0001-00 


359 

000600 


356 

000900 


357 

000300 


347 

000500 


307 

00-1000 


308 

00-1800 


331 

000400 


309 

00-2000 


312 

000200 


313 

0001-00 


311 

004400 


298 

0001-00 


296 

0001-00 

Gangavali 

365 

00-1500 


364 

00-2300 


389 

00-1400 


392 

000200 


393 

00-6400 

Hatkeli 

113/1 

000300 


113/2 

000300 


91/1 

00-1700 


93/1 A/1 

00-1300 


87/1A 

000300 


87/IB 

0001-00 


87/2A 

00-1600 


87/4 

000300 


79/3 

000400 

Koste 

36 

00-3800 

Khurd 

102/10 

00-1400 


102/11 

00-1800 


102/12 

00-2300 


102/15 

00-2000 


25/4 

00-2000 


25/12 

0001-00 


103/2 

00-1500 


15 

00-1500 


Raigad 


Repoli 

355 

0001-00 


353 

00-1300 


354 

00-1200 


358 

00-2300 


362 

000600 


365 

000600 


347 

00-1600 


341 

000200 


320 

00-1700 


262 

000300 


257 

000600 


256 

00-1500 


230 

000700 


228 

0001-00 


186 

oooooo 


183 

00-1100 


176 

000300 


177 

000700 


119 

00-1900 


104 

00-1100 

Nizampur 

139 

004500 


138 

00-8700 


137/2 

004800 


141/2 

00-3200 


142/1(A+B) 00-2500 


141/3 

000500 


50 

00-2800 


158/7 

000400 


159 

00-1500 


127/12A 

00-1800 


18/7 

0000-50 


126/4 

000500 


126/5 

00-2100 


124/5 

0001-00 


124/7 

0001-00 


23 

000600 

Talegaon 

26 

0000-50 


139 

00-5900 


27 

00-1200 


25/1C 

0000-50 


36 

000500 


35/3 

000400 


35/4 

00-2200 


43/5 

00-1400 


66 

000300 


131 

00-3000 


140 

00-5100 


40 

004700 


68 

00-1600 
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Raigad 


Lakhpale 

600 

00-08*00 


589 

00-20-00 


585 

00-20-00 


584 

00-01-00 


407 

0004-00 


415 

00-02-00 


416 

0002-00 


274 

00-1100 


251 

0001-00 


173 

000200 


175 

0001-00 


143 

00-1200 

Usarghar 

42/3 

000700 


39/1 

000300 


40/3 

00-1000 


40/5 

0001-00 


40/6 

0001-00 


36/10 . 

00-1000 


36/12 

000300 


37/4 

00-0100 


37/5 

00-1100 


34/7 

000400 


34/8 

0001-00 


32/5 

000300 


32/6 

0001-00 


32/7 

00-1800 


28/1 

00-2000 


28/5 

000900 


28/7 

0001-00 


27/6 

000200 


27/7 

00-0100 


72/1 

00-3100 


73/1 

000600 


73/3 

000600 


73/4 

000400 


73/5 

000400 


73/6 

00-3300 


73/7 

0001-00 


74/2B 

00-1500 


74/2C 

000700 


74/2D 

000700 


74/5B 

0001-00 


74/7B 

0001-00 

Mugavali 

12/17 

000800 


12/33 

004500 


13/1 

000500 


15/9 

0011-00 


16/14 

00-0400 


16/15 

000600 


16/23 

000600 


Mugavali 

16/31 

0*0500 


22/1 

000100 


23/1 

000800 


23/2 

001100 


23/9 

000100 


23/10 

000200 


25/11 

0001-00 


25/12 

000400 


25/15 

0001-00 


25/17 

00-1200 


25/18 

000300 


25/19 

0001-00 


30/9 

OOOIOO 


30/11 

000300 


30/12 

00-2400 


30/13 

00-1200 


32/1 

0015-00 


32/2 

00-1100 

Hodgaon 

174/2 

OOOIOO 


174/3 

00-3300 


174/4 

002000 


174/29 

OOOIOO 


174/15 

004200 


174/16 

OOOIOO 


174/25 

0004-00 


174/UA+B 

00-2600 


175/2 

000200 


175/6 

00-2000 


175/7 

00-1900 


175/8 

000200 


175/9 

00-1600 


47 

000400 


52 

000900 


53/1 

00-1000 


223 

00-1700 


153/17+18 

OOOIOO 


193/3 

000700 


193/4 

000700 


193/8 

000400 


193/11 

000300 


192/3 

000300 


239/35 

000200 


239/36 

000200 


239/43 

0001-00 


139/13 

000700 


189/4 

000600 


189/10 

000800 

Nandgaon 459 

000800 


451 

00-25-00 


452 

000700 


453 

0000-50 
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1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 


Raigad 

Sudhagad Nandgaon 454 

00-09-00 

Raigad Sudhagad Gondale 380 

0037-00 


438 

00-13-00 

3&1/A+B 

0032-00 


442 

00-01-00 

384/A 

0009-00 


441 

00-17-00 

384/B 

0015-00 


443 

00-17-00 

18 

001700 


433 

00-13-00 

389 

006100 


414 

00-57-00 

394 

000200 


413 

00-04-00 

392 

001400 


404 

0002-00 

393 

0001-00 


416 

0011-00 

414 

003900 


399 

0019-00 

415 

002000 


400 

0015-00 

423 

000400 


378 

0035-00 

425 

000050 


380 

0031-00 

430 

000050 


278/1+2 

0024-00 

431 

000200 


279 

0011-00 

432 

001600 


274 

000050 

446 

0011-00 


270 

0004-00 

445 

000700 


269 

0018-00 

450 

000800 


265/A+B 

000600 

452 

001400 


266 

0001-00 

442 

000050 


267 

0034-00 

453 

000200 


268 

0011-00 

455 

000600 


273/A 

0028-00 

456 

002000 


Gondale 232 

0003-00 

454 

000600 


230 

0001-00 

Mahad Jui-Budruk 52/10 

001500 


244 

0002-00 

52/11A 



233 

01-0600 

52/1 IB 

000400 


224/A+B 

0015-00 

51/1. 

000200 


226/A+B 

0042-00 

51/2A 



228/A 

0015-00 

51/2B 



227 

0005-00 

51/2C 

002500 


222 

0027-00 

51/2D 



217 

0043-00 

50/3 

000600 


216 

002000 

45 

002600 


,215 

00-06-00 

44/1 



214 

00-09-00 

44 a 



213 

0012-00 

44/3 

002400 


212 

0043-00 

44/4 



328 

0029-00 

44/5 



188 

0001-00 

44/6 



339 

0011-00 

37/1 A/1/ 



340 

0042-00 

37/1 A/2/ 



348 

00-09-00 

37/1 A/3/ 



349 

00-09-00 

37/1B 



350 

0008-00 

37/1C 

003800 


166 

000050 

37/1D 



352 

0024-00 

37/IE 



165 

0033-00 

37/1F 



164 

000050 

37/1G 



371 

0005-00 

37/1H 
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Raigad Mahad Jui-Budruk 38/1/1 1 


38/1/2 


38/1/3 


38/1/4 

00-47-00 

38/1/5 


38/1/6 J 


Rohan 12/4’ 

00-02-00 

n/r 

000600 

11/3’ 

000500 

11/4'. 

00*1700 

11/5’ 

0001-00 

18/r 

000600 

8/1’ 

000700 

8/2’ 

000800 

8/3' 

00*2100 

8/4’ 

00-1400 

8/5’ 

00*2800 

5/3’ 

002400 

5/6’ 

000500 

5/7' 

0004-00 

5/8’ 

000500 

5/9’ 

00-1100 

5/1' 

000100 

5/11’ 

OOOIOO 

i/r 

00-1100 

1/6A 

000800 

1/6B i 


1/8A J 

00-1600 

1/8B 

000400 

1/7’ 

000400 

2/1’ 

00-2400 

2/3’ 

000700 

Walang 5/1A l 


5/IB J 

000900 

61/1A 


61/IB 

Y 0001-00 

61/1C 

J 

63/1A 

X 00-1500 

63/1B 

J 

64/2 

00-1400 

Adiste 21/5’ 

00*1400 

21/6’ 

0013-00 

21/8’ 

000200 

21/9’ 

002000 

21/10’ 

000200 

25/10A 

001400 

25/12’ 

001600 

25/13’ 

000700 

25/14’ 

002200 

25/24’ 

000300 


_J._ 2 

Raigad Mahad 


3 

Adiste 


4 5 


25/25+26 

00*1400 

143/1 

001200 

143/2 

OOOIOO 

143/3 

001200 

135/1 \ 

001900 

135/2 J 


26/2’ 


26/2’ r 

000900 

27 

001800 

31/25 

001050 

31/32 

000500 

31/33 

000500 

31/37 

OOOIOO 

31/38 

000600 

31/39 

000400 

31/45 

00-1800 

31/46+47 

00-2500 

35/3 

00-1400 

35/5 

00-2000 

35/6 

00-1100 

35/7 

000800 

35/8 

000800 

35/9 

00-1600 

35/13 

OOOIOO 

35/14 

OOOIOO 

36 

00-1000 

37/1 

00-3100 

37/5 

000900 

37/6 

OOOIOO 

37/7 

000200 

37/9 

000700 

37/11 

00-2900 

37/12 

000800 

37/32 

00-5500 

37/37 

000200 

37/38 

OOOIOO 

37/39 

00-1600 

37/40 

000900 

41/1 

000200 

41/2A 

00-2000 

41/2B 

000800 

41/9 

,000700 

41/11 

000300 

41/18 

00-3300 

41/19 

00-1200 

44/1 

00-1500 

44/2 

00-1500 

44/9 

00-1100 

44A1 

00-2500 

44/12 

00-2200 
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Raigad Mahad Adiste 44/14 00-06-00 

44/15 00-19-00 

44/16 00-30-00 

* 44/18 00-16-00 

44/20 00-1600 

44/21 00-1000 

Toll Budruk222 00-1300 

225 0001-00 

96 00-1900 

95 00-1700 

90 00-1500 

703 000900 

854 000200 

683 00-2900 

609 000600 

610 0001-00 

606 00-2000 

602 00-2300' 

513 00-1600 

515 00-1000 

582 OOOIOO 

517 OOOIOO 

• 519 0001-00 

518A 000900 

518B 

496 00-1400 

579 00-1500 

532 *002300 

574 000300 

557 0010-00 

541 0011-00 

Khaire 7/1’ 000500 

7/2 A/ll 

7/2 A/2 J 000200 

7/2B 000900 

7/3 A ^ 

7/3B } 002000 


23/1A 1 

23/1B+2/ 000300 
44/1 ^ 

44/2 J 000700 
45/1A+2+ ^ 
3A+1B+3BJ 000200 
43/2 l 

43/2A J* 001700 


25/10’ OOOIOO 

25/16’ 001100 

Sape 3% 000500 

420 000600 

381 000600 


Raigad 


Mahad Sape 


Roha Durtoli 


Yeral 


380 

000400 

15 

000500 

368 

000500 

19 

000700 

366 

000200 

21 

000800 

304 

000900 

302 

000200 

294 

000600 

293 

000300 

292 

000300 

285 

000900 

290 

000700 

289 

000900 

281 

000300 

279 

000600 

277 

000700 

273 

000300 

264 

000600 

260 

000500 

229 

000900 

750/1 ^A 

007600 

732 

003900 

728 

0011-00 

727 

001800 

725 

001500 

723 

002200 

707 

002100 

174 

000900 


175 000400 

23 005500 

Dhagadwadi36/4 0031OO 

34/2 001600 

* 34/3 001300 

31 001400 

Man- Terdi 90 003400 

dangad 88 002600 

84 OOOIOO 

97 002400 

168 000700 

163 001500 

162 000700 

147 002600 

158 001900 

Vinhe 19/7 000400 

17/2B 001700 

17/4 '* 000300 

. 77/4/1 000200 

75/2A+2B OOIOOO 
26/10 OOOIOO 

58/1A+B 001700 







CMRTII —WZ 3(ii>] 


MRcT^TTRm : ^ 27, 2006/^3 6, 1928 


Raigad 


Man- 

dangad 


4 5 

58/2 

0018-00 

27/1 

00-43-00 

27/2 

000600 

40/1 

0023-00 

36/6 

0012-00 

36/7 

0019-00 

126/3 

0001-00 

126/9 

0004-00 

126/11 

0001-00 

121/1 

0010-00 

121/3 A^B 

0007-00 

121/4 

00-04-00 

119/5 

001900 

118 

002200 

172/24 

0010-00 

116/1 to 5 

000600 

174/1 to 4 

001300 

117/3 

0001-00 

113 

001500 

95/1 l 


95/2 J 

004000 

95/3 

000500 

95/4 l 


95/5 J 

000200 

94/1A 


94/IB l 

000600 

94/2 J 


93/1 

000500 

93/2+4 

001500 

93/5A,5B 

000300 

93/6 

002000 

92 

0001-00 

146/1 

000300 

146/2 

0001-00 

142/2 

0011-00 

142/4 

000500 

142/7 

0011-00 

142/9 

001200 

142/11+14 

002600 

142/20 

000200 

143/1 

000600 

143/2 

001200 

143/4 

0001-00 

143/5 

0001-00 

143/6 

000600 

179/1+3 

001800 

179/2 

002600 

176 

0001-00 

125/1P 

0001-00 

125/2 P 

001400 

125/4P 

000800 


Raigad Man- 
dangad 


3 

Voiote 

Kuduk 


Ratanagiri Dapoli Visapur 


Shirkhal 

Male 


125/8 P 

000500 

126/1 P 1 

002700 

126/4 P J 


737 

0001-00 

699 

001600 

700 

003000 

696/1 

0001-00 

695 

000800 

1217 

001600 

1229 

0010-00 

1230 

000800 

1232/A 

000900 

1232/B 

000900 

1247 

0011-00 

1248 

0001-00 

1246 

005100 

40/1,2,3,4A, 


4B,5 to 10 

003900 


118/1+2,3,4 \ 

5,6 A/6 A/2 j 
6A/3,6A/4. \ >67-00 
6A/6 

6B/7,8,10A [> 
10B/10C/K 
lOE/ir J 
88/2 to 7 00-12-00 

89/1,2 00-17-00 

87/4,5,9A 1 
9B,9C/10,] J >0-15-00 
12,13 

99/1,2,3,4,510062-00 
7,10 > 

202 0002-00 

91 0028-00 

95 0009-00 

97 0005-00 

96 0036-00 

100 0003-00 

101 0034*00 

102 0001-00 

105 0008-00 

83 0011-00 

81 0035-00 

80 0025-00 

73 0025-00 

77 0003-00 

78 0016-00 

79 0005-00 

66 0098-00 

69 0002-00 

65 0006-00 


0012-00 

0017-00 

“ >015-00 


0002-00 

0028-00 

0009-00 

0005-00 

0036-00 

0003-00 

0034*00 

0001-00 

0008-00 

0011-00 

0035-00 

0025-00 

0025-00 

0003-00 

0016-00 

0005-00 

0098-00 

0002-00 

0006-00 
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IsctH, 20 2006 

*RT.3?T. 2063.-%^ 7R3TR 1 Q jlfcWJ 4* 
WW 3 ^ stRrpr srsN) srfafwr, 

1962 (1962 50) ^Fp£ R?RT^33<T 3TfaftRR 

Rfl$7 RRT t) Rft RRT 3 Rft 3R-RRT (l) ^ 3T#T RRt RR<T 
*R3>R ^ ^tfeRlR 3?R UMjfd4» fa H4M4 ^ 3rf*R£Rtt 
’timn I3n. 692(31) T£fR>t3TT. 693(31), RRte 14-06-2004 
5Ri, TR 3rf*RjR4T ^ xf fcipfe . 3 far 

CSfasm) Mh^' sktrski^ 3 

(tp^f-^rqteT ST^RPT) WMI g 1 ! R fofani ^ RRRR ^ 

Tn^ftR* 'fa r» r» hi^'wiivi r» rrIr-i r» 

3lR|4)K cfii 3T^T e ti<'| R> 3PT^ 3TI7PT <=h) 

3lR TRRfRcT 3lfa*jxHi Rj) hRimi RRfll ^ ai<l<a 
21-01-2005 ^ 04-04-2005 fa 13-03-2006 ^ 13-04-2006 
RR» ^ps* RRT ^ R^ «ff ; 

alk m$q<rii$H rirt 3m$qf 

Rt WT Rlffantf 3RT iRRR RR fclRl RR1 $ 3?ft ^ 

RR Ifal q-q[ ■§ ; 

slk r^tr hiP»i<kiO d^Ki srfafqqH r?) rri 6 R»t 

RR-RRT (1) ^ fata fafa RRPK R7) Rfat fata ^ t; 

aftr fafa rrpr rr<t fata m ffaR Rfa ^ 
sftr RF RRWFT ^ ^ta 97 1% "3^ V*JpT qi^dl^* 
fasfa ^ %tT fafaR i, 3R 3 ^fata ^ Rfa&R R>T 3Rfo 

<6<’l R>T fqRt^riq Rh^l 

3RT: SIR, 4ta(tq *K«fcK, 3<*R Slfaffan R>) RKT 6 R>) 
"3R-rri (l) ski rrrt viRw^jT r>t fata ^ Mlq^ii 

qreft t % ^r arfir^n ^ # 1 3T!^t ^ ^ 

TnTOT^f R(«i^ <3 hWI j i srfv^iiT ^r 3i^N P+>qi 

W t; 

alk, ^^4 ^JR, 3Tfarf=RR ^ WT 6 ^ 
<rq-srrcr (4) gm tp^t v t Rw^T ^ Rt^t ^cft 

■& f^» Riwi*) t?T^ 1i jfR ^f 44q) J i STffcRiR, ^T 

9«6 I ^H ^ cn^^.^^R^R^fRlfgcT'g^^ 
wm., famk ^ Rieit % ( 5 ^ 541 ) 

fotols ^r f?»ftp?T ^4T aftr cT^rfr, ^ ^ wfln 

arteu, w to aqf^Rm Rra«Rf ?r?if ^ ^T#T 
^nft ' ft»d*mT ^ _ gq?i, ^ (5^541) %frrte 3 fqfoi 
1 


__ _ 

tor ■qfe h. aiRaqt.^. 

v aqf^r ^ ^ 
(t^^R^i) 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

WI5 

ft?T 

■qi«R?t?T 

21 

00-164)0 




508 

00-28-00 




511 

00014)0 




509 

00-13-00 




510 

00-13-00 




525 

0001-00 




522 

000200 




523 

00-1300 




526 

00-2000 




528 

00-2000 




529 

00-1000 




576 

00-1300 




575 

000400 




573 

OOOIOO. 




574 

00-2100 




589 

00-1600 




591 

000500 




568 

000700 




541 

00-2700 




168 

00-1700 




167 

00-5600 




582 

000200 




178 

000200 




685 

00-2300 




684 

000500 




683 

' 00-1800 




682 

00-5100 



^fftN 

144 

000400 




145 

004000 




146 

000300 




174/1 

004900 




171 

000400 




172 

00-1200 




173 

00-2000 




181 

004300 




178 

OOOIOO 




179 

00-1800 




219 

000900 




218 

000600 




215 

00-164X) 




210 

00-2400 




209/1 

00-1300 




208 

00-1100 




206 

004000 




608 

000400 
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1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 


TPFT5 

^IMOTcl 

611 

0045-00 

<KHI4 

<l?i 

im 

25/1 

00-2800 



633 

00-01-00 




26 

000300 



616 

00-29-00 




27R 

00-5200 



630 

00-09-00 




27# 




629 

00-14-00 




31 

002800 



617 

00-15-00 




51 

005400 



619 

00-01-00 




52 

.002200 



623 

00-03-00 




54 

005600 



627 

00-19-00 



*IP14«U4l 

36/1 

002700 



625 

00-25-00 




36/2 

001300 



624AT, 

00-24-00 




34/1 

002300 



624/# 





34/4 

004000 



30 

00-01-00 




35/1 

000700 



39 

00-24-00 




33 

009400 



67/6 

00-18-00 




10/2 

000400 



6m 

00-22-00 




591 

000300 



40/1 

00-31-00 




408 

000200 



40/2 

00-02-00 




413 

000300 



66/4 

00-01-00 




414 

000400 



66/5 

00-04-00 




411 

0001-00 



478 

00-03-00 




412 

000700 



479 

00-65-00 




417 

000200 



749 

00-04-00 




324 

001300 



731 

00-16-00 




326 

000400 



730 

00-19-00 




325 

0001-00 



726 

0003-00 




330 

0001-00 



724 

00-14-00 




329 

000300 



720/1 

01-20-00 




328 

0001-00 



706 

00-2700 




331 

001400 



705 

00-5300 




271 

000900 



702 

00-1200 




317 

000700 



477 

00-5700 




272 

000400 




000400 




275 

000700 


fq-qq<nl 

12 

00-5700 




279 

0001-00 



144 

000700 




276 

000200 



71 

010800 




277 

000200 



77 

00-3000 




257 

000800 



76 

004200 




256 

0001-00 



85 

00-2900 


• 


255 

000200 



55/2 

000700 




258 

0001-00 



55/3 

0001-00 




254 

000200 



226 

00-2300 




253 

000700 



225 

00-1600 




174 

000400 



185 

000800 




139 

0001-00 



186 

000900 




172 

000400 



187 

00-2800 




140 

0011-00 



188 

0001-00 




170 

000200 



173 

00-2400 




141 

000200 



190 

000700 




142 

000400 



13 

00-1900 




108(1) 

002000 



14 

00-2200 




108(2) 

006800 



15 

000100 




107 

0010-00 



18 

00-3600 




79 

0001-00 



20 

00-1200 




78 

0001-00 
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1 2 3 

4 

5 

1 

2 

3 4 ■ 

5 

WTS HH'JIW 

77 

00-01-00 


omiiq 

91/5 

001500 


76 

0001-00 



91/10 

000500 

ii&m 

174/5# 

00-3200 



9I/II 

001600 


175/3# 

000400 



91/12 

0001-00 


50/2# 

000800 



51/2 

00-1200 


50/4# 

000600 



47/1 

OOOIOO 


50/5# 

000700 



47/2 

0001-00 


62 

00-2200 



47/3 

000400 


153/7# 

00-1200 



47/4 

000600 


153/6# 

000500 



47/5 

000800 


153/13# 

000900 



36/0 

00-2400 


193/1# 

00-1200 



34/1 

00-2400 


193/2# 

000800 



38/0 

OOOIOO 


193/7#. 

000800 



76 

0001-00 

' 

193/9# 

000600 



93 

00-8100 


193/12# 

0001-00 



94 

0001-00 


194/1# 

000500 



117 

00-2100 


194/2# 

000300 



118 

000800 


239/33# 

0001-00 



119 

OOOIOO 


239/34# 

00-1100 



120 

000300 


239/37# 

00-2200 


h , 

121 

000600 


239/38# 

0001-00 



122 

000300 


239/40# 

000700 



123 

0001-00 


139/14# . 

00-2500 



124 

000300 


43/4# 

00-1000 



125 

000800 


43/5# 

00-2000 



126 

00-1000 


36/9# 

000600 



138 

00-1600 


36/11# 

00-1000 



140 

000400 


37/1# 

00-1700 



139 

00-1300 


‘ 37/2# 

oooioo 



157 

000700 


37/6# 

00-1100 



158 

000200 


'34/5# 

00-1200 



159 

000500 


28/8# 

000800 



i 16/5# 

000300 


73/2# 

00-1300 



116/8# 

000300 


109/2 

000700 



116/9# 

000200 

• 

109/3 

00-46-00 



116/101*+# 

000400 


.110/1 

006500 



1 \4f4V+ 

00-58-80 


110/3 

00-2300 



#+## 



110/4 

00-3400 



118/215+-#+ 0003-30 


110/6 

000300 



# 



110/7 

000300 

* 


118/3## 

0018-50 


113/5 

000200 



118/3## 

0003-70 


113/6 

000800 



118/5# 

000050 


113/7 

00-1200 



118/61*+# 

000040 


133/8 

00-1500 



119/21*+# 

0024-80 


113/9 

00-1400 



# 



113/11 

0001-00 



119/6# 

000050 


114/6 

00-7900 



120/1# 

000500 


126/0 

000700 



120/2# 

0003-30 


99/1. • 

00-2300 



120/4# 

000840 


99/2 

000700 



34/1# 

000020 

- • 

99/3 

000700 

" 


34/2# 

OOOIOO 


99/4 

0001-00 



34/3# 

001400 


132 

000900 



34/4# 

000040 


1458-GIA)6—12 







HIOIM 34/5# 

34/7# 
34/9# 
34/10# 
121 / 0 # 
40# 
41/0# 
165/0# 

<afeMloo 406 
405 
403 
402 
398 
388 
391 

361 
360 
363 

358 
529 
533 

560 

558 

559 

561 
566 

564/1# 

564/2# 

609 

610 
611 
612 
632 

634/^# 

634/## 

636 

689 

679 

687 

697 

696 

699 

713 

712 

721 

782 

781 

799 

801/3# 

801/4# 

803 

362 
360 

359 


00 - 10-00 
00-00-70 
00-00-60 
0604-70 
00-18-00 
00-19-80 
06-27-00 
0006-10 
000800 
00-1100 
060200 
060300 
00-1200 
000700 
000900 
000300 
000700 
060100 
000800 
064400 
062400 
061500 
062300 
060100 
060100 
061200 
060140 
060300 
060800 
000800 
060100 
061500 
060300 
060200 
061100 
' 061400 
0004-00 
000300 
060100 
060400 
000300 
000500 
060100 
060500 
063700 
062000 
064300 
060100 
062540 
062200 
060600 
061600 
000500 
060500 


WWW 




250 

357 

341 
347 

342 

343 
340 
339 

336 
335 

337 

338 
334 
252 
255 
254 
244 

229 

230 
223 
218 

206/1# 

206/2# 

2123**#+# 

215 

214 

213 

151 

150 

149 

158 / 3 ^ 

## 

115 

106 

105 

109 

99 

97 

70/1 

70/2 

70/4 

70/5 

70/6 

70/7 

70/8 

72/1 

72/2 

72/3 

72/4 

62/1 

62/2 

62/3 

62/4 

62/5 


060100 
000200 
060900 
060100 
061100 
060300 
060500 
060200 
060200 
063200 
0001-00 
060100 
060100 
0601OO 
060700 
060100 
061900 
0601OO 
000400 
000700 
060100 
060200 
060700 
061900 
060100 
061000 
060650 
060700 
000600 
060650 
060100 

061800 
060300 
060100 
000700 
062300 
063600 
060680 
060700 
060300 
060600 
060100 
060200 
060200 
061000 
060200 
0001-00 
060400 
061100 
060100 
060100 
0601-00 
060100 
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TRMS *110113 


202 0001-00 

76it 00-08-00 

143/0(^4) 00-84-00 
62 00-1000 


HIOII3 


133 

00-2100 

59 

004000 

53 

00-5300 

49 

00-3300 

149/1 ^ 

0000-50 

158/6 

00-34-40 

31/lH^i 

000400 

32 

000800 

33 

006600 

34/1+2*1 

0001-00 

186/Z<ft 

000200 

128/1*1 

000200 

28/2(T^it) 00-3000 

28/6$ 

0001-00 

28/9$ 

00-1000 

28/lCf^ 

000300 

126/6 $ 

000700 

126/7 ^ 

000500 

124/2 ^ 

002900 

124/4 it 

000900 

121/1 it 

001900 

121/2 it 

001900 

121/3 it 

001200 

121/10 

004000 

($+$+$ 


144/2 iyfr 

001000 

40/23 it 

000200 

40/26 it 

0011-00 

40/31 it 

000400 

40/33 it 

000500 

40/34 it 

000900 

41/5/2+ 

000600 

6/2 it 


44/4 it 

000500 

44/17it 

0001-00 

49/1 3 

006700 

15 it 


8/0 it 

001100 

9/3^$+$ 

002200 

56/5 it 

0001-00 

56/7 it 

005100 

53/8 it 

000500 

53/12 it 

001900 

53/17 it 

000300 

53/31 it 

0001-00 

53/33 it 

000500 

53/34 it 

002000 

53/35 it 

00-1000 

59/5 it 

001700 

59/7 it 

002300 




fTTWft 


59/8 it 

0001-00 

59/9 it 

0001-00 

59/101$+$$ 001500 

59/1 !*$+$$ 002700 

48/2 it 

0001-00 

[i 102/9 it 

000500 

102/13 it 

OOOIOO 

25/3 it 

OOOIOO 

25/8 it 

0001-00 

25/16 it 

0001-00 

103/1 it 

OOIOOO 

151 

003200 

16 

000300 

34 

000500 

96 

000200 

359 

000500 

360 

000200 

363 

000400 

151 

001600 

364 

000700 

346 

000200 

342 

000900 

263 

000200 

264 

001300 

252 

000050 

251 

000800* 

229 

001500 

222 

oonoo 

198 

001400 

200 

000400 

199 

001500 

191 

000700 

184 

000200 

150 

000800 

149 

001700 

146 

001300 

126 

OOOIOO 

124 

0022-50 

122 

0011-00 

121 

001400 

'n'ticn 

OOIOOO 

its 

000800 

103 

OOOIOO 

487/q$ 

OOOIOO 

487/it it 


373 it 

OOIOOO 

372 

000700 

370 

003000 

357 

000500 

363 

001300 

352 

0011-00 

355 

000300 

356 

002000 
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390 

0011-00 


387 

0001-00 


384 

000200 


394 

003400 


395 

002300 


409 

000800 

cicrlMiq 

4-ik4 

000900 


28# 

004400 


43/4# 

001400 


43/6# 

001300 


93/1^2# 

000100 


87/1## 

000100 


87/2## 

002600 


87/3# 

004000 


89/1# 

000100 


38/6 

000100 


38A7 

000200 


38/8# 

oooioo 


38/9 

000100 


15/1V 

000400 


15/1#/1 



15/1.\ 

002300 


TPPTS H? I-S 


00-42-00 


00-36-00 


2/3-q: -i< / 

002300 

2/29/1# L 


2/29/2# j 
2/29/3# 

002100 

6/4# 

000400 

5/2# 

000300 

5/3# . 

sm } 

001300 

5/4# 

5/4# 

00-05,00 




5/5# 

4/6/tyl# 

4/603/2# 

4/6Z9/3# 

4/603/5# 

63/2# 

63/3# 

64/1# 

64/3# 

331# 

238 

241 

246 . 

247 
228 

248 
223 


00-29-00 


00-32-00 


00-34-00 

00-06-00 

00-17-00 

0001-00 

00-03-00 

00-08-00 

00-1000 

00-04-00 

00-08-00 

00-04-00 

00-19-00 

00-01-00 

00-03-00 

00-07-00 

00 - 11-00 

00 - 11-00 

00 - 11-00 

00 - 11-00 

00-01-00 

00-03-00 

00-03-00 

00-04-00 

00-08-00 

00-15-00 

00 - 01-00 

00-14-00 

00-17-00 

00-17-00 

00-03-00 

00-08-00 

00-15-00 

00-18-00 

0001-00 

0005-00 

00-03-00 

0005-00 

00 - 02-00 

000400 

00-27-00 

000200 

00-1200 

00-1200 

00-1400 

000700 

002000 

000200 

000300 

004400 

000100 

0001-00 

000600 

000400 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

wrs 



544 

00-06-00 




543 

00-14-00 




542 

00 - 11-00 




540 

00-25-00 




539 

00-1000 




538 

0004-00 




537 

0008-00 




686 

000900 




688 

0005-00 




689 

0002-00 




690 

0002-00 




691 

0004-00 




692 

0002-00 




693 

0001-00 




695 

0004-00 




439 

0001-00 




440 

0002-00 




441 

0003-00 




442 

0007-00 




430 

000900 




428 

000200 




433 

000600 




426 

000700 




427 

000100 




421 

00-1100 




395 

0001-00 




401 

00-1400 




393 

0001-00 




405 

0001-00 




403 

000200 




382 

0001-00 




402 

000500 




16 

000400 




367 

000300 




23 

000600 




361 

0001-00 




362 

000700 




364 

000400 




363 • 

0001-00 




359 

00-1000 




358 

000700 




357 

000700 




356 

000200 




352 

000500 




353 

000300 




346 

000200 




343 

00-1100 




348 

000500 



' 

345 

0001-00 




344 

000700 




342 

000600 




305 

000700 




303 

000300 





000300 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

TIW 


did 

301 

0006-00 





000600 




276 

000300 




278 

000700 




274 

0001-00 




271 

000200 




270 • 

000700 




259 

000200 




252 

0001-00 




253 

000200 




257 

000200 




255 

000200 




258 

000300 




254 

00-1100 




251 

000800 




191 

0001-00 




237 

00-3000 




250 

000800 




232 

00-1500 




231 

00-1200 




228 

000600 




213 

000300 




215 

00-1800 




214 

0001-00 




221 

000200 




220 

00-1000 




219 

000800 




212 

00-1100 




217 

0001-00 




218 

0001-00 




222 

000600 




225 

000200 




226 

000700 




224 

000700 

*hiPk) 

WFTS 

M 

91 

000400 




83 

00-1300 




176 

0001-00 




174 

000900 




172 

0001-00 




170 

000200 




164 

00-5700 




161 

000500 




160 

0001-00 




159 

00-1200 

1 



155 

000500 




264 

00-1000 




285 

00-1200 




286 

00-1300 




287 

00-1500 




288 

0001-00 


> 


289TT 

00-5100 
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<hiPk1 


19/8 

003100 

17/1 

0011-00 

17/5 

001700 

17/7 

002900 

17/9 

000500 

78/1 

000600 

78/2 

002100 

125/8 

002200 

125/9 

001800 

125/11 

000200 

77/1 

000700 

77/2 

001600 

77/3 

001800 

77/4/2 

0001-00 

76/1 

000700 

75/1 

002200 

26/9 

OOOIOO 

59/1 

002000 

59/2 

000900 

56/3XT 

000400 

59/3it 

000700 

59/4 

0011-00 

59/5 

000050 

60/1 

0001-00 

36/8 

0001-00 

39/2 

001200 

10/1 

000200 

11/2 

004300 

11/3 

0011-00 

11/4 

' 000700 

11/10 

003100 

11 /11^ 

003700 

ll/ll4 

003700 

11 /12' 

000200 

11/13* 

001300 

11/16 

OOOIOO 

12 /ITT 

003700 

12 /lit 

001500 

12/2 

000300 

12/3' . 

OOOIOO 

126/7 

001400 

172/14 

002000 

172/15 

000700 

117/2 

002800 

142/5 

000900 

179/9 

OOOIOO 

132/2 

000900 

132/3 

001500 

132/4 

000900 

132/5 

000700 

132/6 

0010-00 

125/5 

OOOIOO 

125/7 

000500 

125/9 

000200 

126/6 

000500 


THlftit 




^litett 


wip rc t ^pM 


740 

738 

867 

735 
734 
869 
733 
875 
777 
709 

704/2it 

706 

702 

698 

694 

576 

577/^ 

573 

736 

42/lit it 

41/2it 

41/3rqt 

41/4it 

41/5it 

41/6#tt 

41/8it 

39/1 ^ 16 

30/1+2 

30/3+5 

30/7it 

32/7,8,10,15,21 
126/1 ^ 10 
126/13^17, 
126/18,19,20,22 
126/23,24,25,26 
126/27 
127/ITt, lit, 
1^,2 
128/1^5 
129/1 it 
129/2 it 
131/7+8+9+12 
131/15,16,19,20 
132/1,2 
133/2,3 
100/1 ^ 13 
99 
101 
71 . 

66 

32 

20 /3it 

18/12it 

18/14it 


00-15-00 

00-09-00 

00 - 01-00 

00 - 02-00 

0005-00 

00-13-00 

0001-00 

0001-00 

00-5400 

000800 

00-1600 

000300 

004100 

00-1700 

00-3300 

000400 

000600 

0001-00 

000500 

000700 

000800 

000300 

000200 

0001-00 

000200 

0001-00 

00-5200 

004700 

00-5500 

0001-00 

00-1700 


000500 


00-6200 


00-2100 

00-2100 

005500 

002600 

002400 

000600 

006000 

001900 

001600 

000800 

002400 

006900 

000200 

0001-00 
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1 2 3 4 5 


<rt|Pl(l ^T#?ft noNcftg^ 17/7# 0007-00 

17/ffqt 0008-00. 

17/9# 0005-00 

17/10# 00-1200 

17/11# 00-2200 

17/13# 000700 

17/14# 00-2100 

17/15# 00-1800 

17/16# OOOIOO 

9/3TT# 00-3800 

9/3# # 000900 

9/4## 000300 

9/6# 001700 

7/18# 001600 

7/27# 000200 

7/28# 0010-00 

7/29# 001900 

6/1# 000800. 

6/3# 0001-00 

6/4# 0001-00 

6 / 6 # 001200 

6 / 8 # 0001-00 

6/9# 001800 

6/10# 000600 

6/11# 001400 

6/12# 001400 

6/16# 000400 

136/1# 004000 

136/2Q# 000700 

137/9# 000300 

137/10# 000200 

*nzanr 12/1# 002700 

13/0# 0011-00 

14/4# 004300 

14/5# 006800 

16/5# 002600 

16/8# 0001-00 

17/1# OOOIOO 

17/4# 001700 

17/5# OOOIOO 

17/7# 000200 

17/8# 001800 

17/13# 001800 

17/14# 000400 

17/16# 001700 

19/6# 002500 

19/7# 001800 

19/9# 000600 

19/12# 002000 

19/13# 002500 

26/7# 0001-00 

26/13# 002300 

.. 26/15# 000200 


2 3 4 5 


IHlPlfl fim'iqiD 27/7# 002000 

27/8# 003200 

27/9# 003900 

27/14# 000600 

28/1# 000600 

28/2# 005600 

30/1,2,5,8 01-3100 

31/11# 000500 

32/2# 002300 

TFRIT 000300 
000200 
5/6# 0020-00 

6/4^ 4#, 4# 003200 
17/6# 000300 

17/4# 000400 

17/2^# 000600 

9/5# 001700 

9/6# 001500 

69/1+2 000900 

65/3# 001400 

65/7# 000800 

65/8# * 000400 

7/2# 001600 

HOOK 11/2’ 0010-00 

10/5# 0001-00 

10/6# 0001-00 

10/7# 000200 

8/3# 0011-00 

8/4# 002300 

8/5# 0010-00 

8/6# 000500 

8/7# 000800 

8/11# 001700 

8/12# 000900 

8/13# OOOIOO 

8/18# 000200 

7/1# 000700 

7/2# 0001-00 

7/3# 0001-00 

5/7# 000800 

86/19# 006000 

87/11# 002100 

87/15# 000600 

87/16# 001500 

0001-00 
1/21/1# 001300 

1/21/9# 000300 

1/21/10# 001400 

1/21/11# OOOIOO 

1/21/14# 0001-00 

89/4# 000300 

89/8# 0001-00 

89/9# 000050 

89/10# 000500 
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1 2 


3 

4 

5 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 


89/1291 

00-06-00 

ohiPkI 



967/2 

0001-00 


89/14^ 

0003-00 




951 

00-1600 


99/1/1^1/18 

00-33-00 




952 

000500 


88/1# 

0006-00 




945 

000900 


90/1/lit 

0003-00 




956 

00-1900 


90/l/4it 

0007-00 




957 

00-1100 


90/4TT it 

0001-00 . 




938 

00-0100 

1w^\ 

155 

00-12-00 




941 

00-7300 


153 

00-17-00 




940 

000700 


151 

000400 




939/1 

00-1600 


147 

00-17-00 




939/2 

00-3300 


146 

000400 




918 

00-16-00 

t TFT£ 

557 

0045-00 




917 

00-1500 


556 

0001-00 



TTt^ft 

38/rq; l 



567 

0002-00 




38/lit J 

0001-00 


562 

00-18-00 




40/lit 

00-7400 


570 

0001-00 




40/2it 

00-20-00 


566 

0001-00 




40/4 XT 1 



579 

00-33-00 




40/4TI2 l 

00-6200 


580 

00-16-00 




40/41*3 | 



582 

0002-00' 




40/4it J 



581 

0001-00 




40/5 ■ 

00-1800 


583 

0003-00 




48/4it 

00-2100 


598 

00-12-00 




48/13it 

000900 


595 ’ 

00-18-00 




48/14it 

00-0100 


596 

00-17-00 




50/lit 

0001-00 


597 

0003-00 




50/2+3+4+5 

000700 


599 

00-19-00 




50/7 

00-1100 


594An 




■r 

51/1 

00-2300 


594/it J 

0002-60 




68/lit 

•000800 


496 

0003-00 




69/3TTif 

000500 


495 

0045-00 




72/lit 

000500 


494 

000400 




71/1,2,3,4,5,6 

000200 


497 

00-2400 




126 A?/7it 

0001-00 


480A* 

0001-00 




126/1 lit 

000500 


480/it 

00-11-00 




125/1+2+4+5 

00-1200 


481 

0001-00 




125/3 • 

00-120 


479 

00-33-00 




105/3it 

000300 


474 

00-18-00 




105/4it 

000300 


205 

0008-00 




105/5+6+9 

0001-00 


207/1 T 





105/7 

00-2600 


207/2 J 

0007-00 




106/3 

00-1300 


195 

0007-00 




107/1 

000500 


209 

00-24-00' 




107/2 

000500 


194 

06-26-00 




109/1 

00-1000 


170 

0001-00 




111/2 

00-1100 


171 

000400 




111/3 

00-1000 


172 

0045-00 




112/3 

00-2500 


164 

00-36-00 




164/1 

002300 


163 

0002-00 




236/2 

0001-00 


174 

0001-00 




38/1 . 

000600 


948 

00-22-00 




38/2 

001400 


950 

00-3000 




38/3 

000300 


967/1 

0001-00 




38/4 

000800 


1*1 '!■ i I I 


I 
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7?## ## 38/5 (XMM-00 

36/6 00-03-00 

38/8^#+# 00-1000 

231/0 00-2100 

39/2 000500 

39/4 00-1800 

39/5##^) 00-3900 

39/6 000100 

39/7 00-2000 

40/3 00-2300 

84/4 000800 

84/5 00-1100 

84/7 00-2000 

84/8 00-3100 

87 000600 

83/3 00-1200 

83/6## 00-3500 

83/7 000800 

238/8 00-1500 

238/10 00-1200 

238/13 00-1700 

238/151# 00-1200 

238/16# 00-2900 

238/17## 004900 

238/19 00-100 

51/1 000500 

51/2 00-1100 

51/3 00-1100 

'51/4### 004000 

240 00-7200 

72/1# 00-1100 

72/2# 00-1100 

72/3# 000500 

70# .004500 

59# 00-7700 

## 50/1 004600 

50/2 00-2000 

60/24 000400 

60/27 00-1900 

fsp?# 354 00-2200 

355 000300 

395 00-1500 

384 00-2400 

364 00-1500 

365 000900 

326 000600 

325 000800 

324 00-2800 

322 000700 

323 000500 

366 000200 

363 00-0100 


1 2 3 _4 5 

7c## ## 171/5 OOOIOO 

171/9 OOOIOO 

171/10 00-1700 

171/11 00-1200 

171/12 00-2100 

171/13 00-1400 

171/14 000700 

165 OOOIOO 

48/2 00-1700 

48/9 OOOIOO 

164/10 00-2600 

Wim 148/3 00-1400 

148/12 000300 

. oooioo 

149/1/1 00-1100 

149/6 00-1400 

149/9 00-2100 

149/12 OOOIOO 

149/13 00-1800 

150/3TT 1 

150/3# J 00-2100 

150/8 00-3300 

150/13 00-1000 

153/2 000600 

153/13 000500 

67/25 000200 

73A3/23 00-2300 

74/12 00-2100 

74/14 00-2100 

24/22 00-2000 

24/28 00-1500 

[m #13^-14014/23/'05-##. (^T-II)] 

New Delhi, the 20th May, 2006 

S.O. 2063.—Whereas by notification of the 
Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and 
Natural Gas number S.O. 692(E) and S.O. No. 693(E) dated 
1406-2004 issued under Sub-section (I) of section 3 of 
the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right 
of User in Land) Act, 1962 (52 of 1962) (hereinafter referred 
to as the said Act), the Central Government declared its 
intention to acquire the right of user in the land specified 
in the Schedule appended to that notification for the 
purpose of laying pipeline for the transportation of natural 
gas through Dahej-Hazira-Uran-Dabhol (Panvel-Dabhol 
Section) Pipeline Project in the State of Maharashtra, a 
pipeline should be laid by the GAIL (India) Limited; 

And whereas copies of the said Gazette notifications 
were made available to the public from 21-01-2005 to 
04-04-2005 and 13-03-2006 to 13-04-2006; 


1458G1/06—13 
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And whereas the objections received from the public 
to the laying of the pipeline have been considered and 
disallowed by the competent authority; 

And whereas the competent authority has, under 
sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act, submitted 
report to the Central Government; 

And whereas the Central Government, after 
considering the said report and on being satisfied that the 
said land is required for laying the pipeline, has decided to 
acquire the right of user therein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Centra! 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the 
land specified in the Schedule appended to this notification 
is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline. 

And, further, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs that the right of user in the 
land for laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the 
Central Government, vest, on the date of the publication 
of the declaration, in the GAIL (India) Limited, proposing 
to lay the pipeline and thereupon the right of such user in 
the land shall, subject to the terms and conditions so 
imposed, vest in the GAIL (India) Limited, free from all 
encumbrances. 


SCHEDULE 


District 

Tehsil 

Village 

Survey 

No. 

Area to be 
acquired for 
ROU 
(In Hectare) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Raigad 

Roha 

Pathar- 

21 

00-16-00 



shet 

508 

00-28-00 




511 

004)1-00 




509 

00-13-00 




510 

00-13-00 




525 

004)1-00 




522 

004)2-00 




523 

00-13-00 




526 

00-20-00 




528 

00-20-00 




529 

00-104)0 




576 

00-13-00 




575 

004)4-00 




573 

004)1-00 




574 

00-21-00 




589 

00-16-00 




591 

004)5-00 




568 

004)7-00 




541 

00-27-00 




168 

00-17-00 




167 

00-56-00 




582 

004)2-00 




178 

004)2-00 


1 2 3 

Raigad Roha Pahur 


Jamgaon 


Bale 


Durtoli 


4 

5 

685 

00-23-00 

684 

004)5-00 

683 

00-18-00 

682 

00-51-00 

144 

004)4-00 

145 

00-40-00 

146 

004)3-00 

174/1 

0049-00 

171 

0004-00 

172 

00-12-00 

173 

00-2000 

181 

0043-00 

178 

0001-00 

179 

0018-00 

219 

00094)0 

218 

0006-00 

215 

001600 

210 

002400 

209/1 

001300 

208 

0011-00 

206 

004000 

608 

000400 

611 

004500 

633 

0001-00 

616 

002900 

630 

000900 

629 

001400 

617 

001500 

619 

0001-00 

623 

000300 

627 

0019-00 

625 

002500 

624/A 1 


624/B J 

002400 

30 

0001-00 

39 

002400 

67/6 

001800 

68/A 

002200 

40/1 

003100 

40/2 

000200 

66/4 

0001-00 

66/5 

000400 

478 

000300 

479 

006500 

749 

000400 

731 

001600 

730 

001900 

726 

000300 

724 

001400 

720/1 

01-2000 

706 

002700 

705 

005300 

702 

001200 

477 

005700 

Dagadwadi 

000400 




'TO TTTO : ■Rf 27, 2006M^ 6, 1928 



4542 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 27,2006/JYAISTHA6,1928 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii>] 


3 

4 

5 

Bhale 

109/2 

00-07-00 


109/3 

0046-00 


110/1 

00-65-00 


1100 

00-23-00 


110/4 

00-34-00 


110/6 

00-03-00 


110/7 

00-03-00 


113/5 

00-02-00 


113/6 

00-08-00 


113/7 

00-12-00 


113/8 

00-15-00 


113/9 

00-14-00 


113/11 

0001-00 


114/6 

00-79-00 


126/0 

0007-00 


99/1 

00-23-00 


99/2 

0007-00 


99/3 

0007-00 


99/4 

0001-00 


132 

000900 


91/5 

00-15-00 


91/10 

0005-00 


91/11 

00-1600 


91/12 

0001-00 

Tempale 

51/2 

00-1200 


47/1 

0001-00 


47/2 

0001-00 


47/3 

000400 


47/4 

000600 


47/5 

090800 


36/0 

00-2400 


34/1 

00-2400 


38/0 

0001-00 

Panoshe 

76 

0001-00 


93 

00-8100 


91 

0001-00 


117 

00-2100 


118 

000800 


119 

OOOIOO 


120 

000300 


121 

000600 


122 

000300 


123 

0001-00 


124 

000300 


125 

00-08-00 


126 

00-1000 


138 

00-1600 


140 

000400 


139 

00-1300 


157 

000700 


158 

000200 


159 

000500 


Raigad Mangaon Bhale 


1 2 3 


Raigad Mangaon Koshte- 
BK 


Khand- 

Pale 


Salave 


4 

5 

116/5P 

000300 

116/8P 

000300 

116/9P 

000200 

116/10A+B 

000400 

114/4A+B+CP 

00-58-80 

118/2A+B+C 

0003-30 

118/3CP 

00-18-50 

118/3DP 

0003-70 

118/5P 

0000-50 

118/6A+B 

000040 

119/2A+BP 

0024-80 

119/6P 

000050 

120/IP 

000500 

120/2P 

0003-30 

120/4P 

0008-40 

34/IP 

000020 

34/2P 

OOOIOO 

34/3P 

001400 

34/4P 

000040 

34/5P 

001900 

34/7P 

000070 

34/9P 

0000-60 

34/1 OP 

0091-70 

121/OP 

001800 

40P 

0019-80 

41/OP 

002700 

165/OP 

0006-10 

406 

000800 

405 

0011-00 

403 

000200 

402 

000300 

398 

001200 

388 

090700 

391 

000900 

361 

000300 

360 

090700 

363 

0001-00 

358 

000800 

529 

094400 

533 

002400 

560 

001500 

558 

002300 

559 

0001-00 

561 

OOOIOO 

566 

001200 

564/IP 

0001-00 

564/2P 

000300 

609 

0008-00 

610 

000800 

611 

0001-00 

612 

001500 

632 

000300 

634/A P 

000200 

634/BP 

0011-00 



[MFTII —ws 3(ii)] 


1 2 3 

Raigad Mangaon Salave 




TT^m tt£ 27, 2006/^3 6, 1928 


4 5 1 2 3 4 


636 

00-14-00 

Raigad Mangaon Salave 

106- ... 

689 

000400 


105 

679 

000300 . 


109 

687 

0001-00 


99 

697 

000400 


97 

696 

000300 

Vadpale 

70/1 

699 

000500 


70/2 

713 

0001-00 


70/4 

712 

000500 


70/5 

721 

00-3700 


70/6 

782 

00-2000 


70/7 

781 

004300 


70/8 

799 

0001-00 


72/1 

801/3P 

00-2500 


72/2 

801/4P 

00-2200 


72/3 

803 

000600 


72/4 

362 

00-1600 


62/1 

360 

000500 


62/2 

359 

0005-00 


62/3 

250 

0001-00 


62/4 

357 

000200 


62/5 

357 

000200 


341 

000900 

Nyampur 202 

347 

342 

0001-00 

00-1100 


fur 

143/0(A+B) 

62 

133 

343 

340 

000300 

000500 


339 

000200 


59 

336 

000200 


53 

335 

337 

00-3200 

0001-00 


49 

149/1 P 

338 

0001-00 


158/6 

334 

0001-00 


31/1A to E 

252 

0001-00 


32 

255 

000700 


33 

254 

0001-00 


34/1+2 P 

244 

00-1900 


186/2P 

229 

0001-00 


128/iP 

230 

000400 


28/2(A+B) 

223 

000700 


28/6P 

218 

000100 


28/9 P 

206/1P 

000200 


28/ioP 

206/2P 

000700 


126/6 P 

212A+B+C 

00-1900 


126/7 P 

215 

0001-00 


124/2 P 

214 

00-1000 


124/4 P 

213 

0000-50 


121/1 P 

151 

000700 


121/2 P 

150 

000600 


121/3 P 

149 

0000-50 


121/10 

158/3A+BP 

0001-00 

• 

(B4C+D) 

115 

00-1800 


144/2 A3 


4543 


5 

00-03*00 
0001-00 
0007-00 
00-2300 
00-3600 
0000-80 
000700 
000300 
000600 
0001-00 
000200 
000200 
00 - 10-00 
000200 
0001-00 
000400 
00-1100 
0001-00 
000:00 
0001-00 
0001-00 
0001-00 
000800 
00-8400 
00 - 10-00 
002100 
004000 
005300 
003300 
000050 
0034-40 
000400 
000800 
00-6600 
00 - 01-00 
000200 
000200 
00-3000 
0001 - 00 . 
00-1000 
0003-00 
00-07-00 
0005-00 
00-2900 
000900 
00-1900 
00-1900 
00-1200 
004000 

00-1000 
















[hptii— lags 3(ii)] 


1 2 


Raigad Mahad 


'TRtT Tnm : 27, 2006/^te 6, 1928 


Dabhol 

38/6 

0001-00 


38/7 

0002-00 


3 8/8 A l 
38/8B J 

0001-00 

- 


38/9 * 

0001-00 

Walang 

15/1A 
15/1B/1 ' 

0004-00 

l 


15/1B/2 

J 0023-00 


Toll 

Budruk 


14/1 1 

14/2 

14/3 I 

14/4 r 

14/5 

14/6 j 

10/1 

10/2 

10/3 

10/4 

10/5 

10/6 .) 

10/7 f 

10/8 

10/9 

10/10 

10/11 j 

2/3AL 

2/3BP 

2/2 A/IP 

2/2A/2P 

2/2 A/3 P 

6/4P 

5/2P 

5/3 P 

5/4A 

5/4B 

5/4C 

5/5P 

4/6/A/1 P 

4/6/A/2P 

4/6/A/3P 

4/6/A/5P 

63/2P 

63/3 P 

64/1P 

64/3P 

Stream 

238 

241 

246 

247 


0042-00 


00-36-00 


002300- 


0021-00 

0004-00 

0008-00 

0013-00 

0005-00 

0029-00 

0032-00 


0034-00 

0006-00 

0017-00 

0001-00 

0003-00 

0008-00 

001000 

00-04-00 

00-08-00 


Raigad 


2 


Mahad 


Toll 

Budruk 


228 

0004-00 

248 

001900 

223 

0001-00 

86 

0003-00 

818 

0007-00 

820 

0011-00 

821 

0011-00 

822 

0011-00 

830 

0011-00 

831 

0001-00 

826 

0003-00 

829 

0003-00 

827 

00-04-00 

705 

0008-00 

704 

0015-00 

684 

0001-00 

855 

0014-00 

682 

0017-00 

664 • 

0017-00 

654 

0003-00 

655 

0008-00 

653 

0015-00 

612 

0018-00 

608 

0001-00 

611 

0005-00 

599 

0003-00 

601 

0005-00 

592 

0002-00 

587 

00-0400 

588 

0027-00 

589 

0002-00 

585 

0012-00 

514 

0012-00 

577 

0014-00 

572 

0007-00 

533 

002000 

534 

0002-00 

564 

0003-00 

561 

0044-00 

548 

0001-00 

547 

0001-00 

546 

000600 

545 

0001-00 

544 

000600 

543 

0014-00 

542 

0011-00 

540 

0025-00 

539 

OOIOOO 

538 

0001-00 

537 

0008-00 
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2 3.4 5 


Raigad Mahad Toll 686 00-09-00 

Sape 688 0005-00 

689 0002-00 

690 0002-00 

69! 000400 

692 000200 

693 0001-00 

695 000400 

439 0001-00 

440 000200 

441 000300 

442 000700 

430 000900 

428 000200 

433 000600 

426 000700 

427 000100 

421 00-1100 

395 OOOIOO 

401 00-1400 

393 OOOIOO 

405 0001-00 

403 000200 

382 OOOIOO 

402 000500 

16 000400 

367 000300 

23 000600 

361 OOOIOO 

362 000700 

364 000400 

363 OOOIOO 

359 00-1000 

358 000700 

357 000700 

356 000200 

352 000500 

353 000300 

346 000200 

343 00-1100 

348 000500 

345 0001-00 

344 000700 

342 000600 

305 000700 

303 000300 

Stream 000300 

301 000600 

Pond 000600 

276 000300 

278 000700 


2 3 4 , 5 


Raigad Mahad Toll 274 0001-00 

Budnik 271 000200 

270 000700 

259 000200 

252 OOOIOO 

253 000200 

257 000200 

255 000200 

258 000300 

254 00-1 lOO 

251 000800 

191 OOOIOO 

237 00-3000 

250 000800 

232 00-1500 

231 00-1200 

228 000600 

213 000300 

215 00-1800 

214 OOOIOO 

221 000200 

220 00-1000 

219 000800 

212 00-1100 

217 OOOIOO 

218 0001-00 

222 000600 

225 000200 

226 000700 

224 000700 

Ratnagiri Mandan- Terdi 91 000400 

gad 83 00-1300 

176 OOOIOO 

174 000900 

172 OOOIOO 

170 000200 

164 00-5700 

161 000500 

160 OOOIOO 

159 00-1200 

155 000500 

Sade 261 00-1000 

285 00-1200 

286 00-1300 

287 00-1500 

288 OOOIOO 

289A 00-5100 

Vinhe 19/8 00-3100 

17/1 00-1100 

17/5 00-1700 

17/7 00-2900 

17/9 000500 

78/1 000600 







[mn—3(ii)] : -r$ 27 , 2006 /^ 6 ,1928 4547 



1458 Gl/ 06 —J 4 
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1 2 34 51 2 34 5 


Ratnagiri Dapoli Ganpati- 20/3P 
Pule 18/12P 
18/14P 
17/7P 
17/8P 
17/9P 
17/1 OP 
17/1 IP 
17/13P 
. 17/14P 
17/15P 
17/16P 
9/3 A P 
9/3BP 
9/4BP . 
9/6P 
7/18P 
7/27P 
7/28P 
7/29P 
6/1P 
6/3 P 
6/4P 
6 /6P 
6 /8P 
6/9P 
6/1 OP 
6/11P 
6/12P 
6/16P 
1 36/1P 
136/2AP 
137/9P 
137/1 OP 

Ratnagiri Dapoli Matvan 12/1P 

13/OP 

14/4P 

I4/5P 

16/5P 

16/8P 

17/1P 

17/4P 

17/5P 

17/7P 

17/8P 

171/13P 

17/14P 

17/16P 

19/6P 

19/7P 

19/9P 


006900 Ratnagiri Dapoli 
00 - 02-00 
00 - 01-00 
00-07-00 
00-08-00 
00-05-00 
00 - 12-00 
00 - 22-00 
00-07-00 
00 - 21-00 
00-18-00 
00 - 01-00 
00-38-00 
00-09-00 
00-03-00 
00-17-00 
00-16-00 
00 - 02-00 
00 - 10-00 
00-19-00 
00-08-00 
00 - 01-00 
00 - 01-00 
00 - 12-00 - 
00 - 01-00 
00-18-00 
0006-00 
00-1400 
00-1400 
0004-00 
004000 
00-07-00 
00-03-00 
0002-00 
00-27-00 
00 - 11-00 
0043-00 
00 - 68-00 
00-26-00 
00 - 01-00 
00 - 01-00 
00-17-00 
00 - 01-00 
0002-00 
00-18-00 
00-18-00 
0004-00 
00-17-00 
00-25-00 
00-18-00 
000600 


Matvan 

19/12P 

00 -20-00 


19/13P 

00-25-00 


26/7P 

00 -01-00 


26/13P 

00-23-00 


26/15P 

0002-00 

Bramhan- 

27/7P 

00-2000 

wadi 

27/8P 

00-3200 


27/9P 

00-3900 


27/14P 

000600 


28/1P 

000600 


28/2P 

00-5600 


30/1,2,5,8 

01-3100 


31/1 IP 

000500 


32/2P 

00-2300 


C.T. 

000300 


C.T. 

000200 


5/6P 

00-2000 


6/4A, 4B, 4C 

00-3200 


17/6P 

000300 


17/4P 

00-0400 


17/2AP 

000600 


9/5P 

00-1700 


9/6P 

00-1500 


69/1+2 

000900 


65/3 P 

00-1400 


65/7P 

000800 


65/8P 

000400 


7/2P 

00-1600 

Navanagarl 1/2 

00-1000 


10/5P 

00-0100 


10/6P 

00 -01-00 


10/7P 

000200 


8/3P 

00-1100 


8/4P 

00-2300 


8/5 P 

00-1000 


8 /6P 

000500 


8/7P 

000800 


8/1 IP 

00-1700 


8/12P 

000900 


8/13P 

0001-00 


8/18P 

000200 


7/1P 

000700 


7/2P 

0001-00 


7/3P 

0001-00 


5/7 P 

000800 


86/19P 

00-6000 


87/1 IP 

00-2100 


87/15P 

000600 


87/16P 

00-1500 


C.T. 

0001-00 


1 /21/1P 

00-1300 


3(ii)] 


W^FT Wnf: 27, 2006/^3 6, 1928 


4549 


1 

2 

3 4 

5 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Ratnagiri 

Dapoli 

Navanagar 1/21/9P 

0003-00 

Ratnagiri Dapoli 

Nante 

209 

00-24-00 



1/2I/10P 00-14-00 




194 

00-26-00 



1/21/1 IP 0001-00 




170 

0001-00 



1/21/14P 0001-00 




171 

0004-00 



89/4P 

0003-00 




172 

00-45-00 



89/8P 

0001-00 




164 

00-3600 



89/9P 

0000-50 




163 

000200 



89/1 OP 

0005-00 




174 

0001-00 



89/12P 

00-06-00 




948 

00-2200 



89/14P 

0003-00 




950 

00-3000 



99/1/1 to 1/18 00-33-00 




967/1 

0001-00 



88/1EP 

0006-00 




961/2 

0001-00 



90/1/1P 

0003-00 




951 

00-1600 



90/1/4P 

0007-00 




952 

000500 



90/4A P 0001-00 




945 

000900 



Shirkhal 155 

00 -12-00 




956 

00-1900 



153 

00-17-00 




957 

00-1100 



151 

0004-00 




938 

0001-00 



147 

00-17-00 




941 

00-7300 



146 

0004-00 




910 

000700 



Nante 557 

00-45-00 




939/1 

00-1600 



556 

0001-00 




939/2 

00-3300 



567 

0002-00 




918 

00-1600 



562 

00-18-00 




917 

00-1500 



570 

0001-00 



Soveli 

38/1A 

0001-00 



566 

0001-00 




38/IB 

0001-00 



579 

00-33-00 




40/1P 

00-7400 



580 

00-16-00 




40/2P 

00-2000 



582 

0002-00 




40/4 A1 ] 




581 

0001-00 




40/4A2 

00-6200 



583 

0003-00 




40/4A3 




598 

00 -12-00 




4Q/4B 




595 

00-18-00 




40/5 

00-1800 

- 


596 

00-17-00 




48/4P 

00-2100 



597 

0003-00 




48/13P 

000900 



599 

00-19-00 




48/14P 

OOOIOO 








50/1P 

0001-00 



JV4/A i 

i 

l 




50/2+3+4+5 0007-00 



594/B 

J 

1 0002-00 




50/7 

00-1100 



4% 

0003-00 




51/1 

00-2300 



495 

00-45-00 




68 /1P 

000800 



494 

0004-00 




69/3 A P 

000500 



497 

0024-00 




72/1P 

000500 



480/A 

0001-00 




71/1,2,3,4,5,6 0002-00 



48G/B 

0011-00 




126/A/7P 

OOOIOO 



481 

0001-00 




126/1 IP 

000500 



479 

0033-00 




125/1+2+4+5 00-12-00 



474 

0018-00 




125/3 

00-1200 



205 

0008-00 




105/3P 

000300 



207/1 1 

1 




105/4P 

000300 



207/2 j 

[ 0007-00 




105/5+6+9 0001-00 



195 

0007-00 




105/7 

00-2600 
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1 2 3 4 - 5 


Ratnagiri Dapoli Soveli 

106/3 

00-13-00 


107/1 

0005-00 


107/2 

0005-00 


109/1 

00 -10-00 


111/2 

00 -11-00 


111/3 

00 -10-00 


112/3 

00-25-00 


164/1 

00-23-00 

Kherdi 

236/2 

0001-00 


38/1 

000600 


38/2 

00-14-00 


38/3 

0003-00 


38/4 

0008-00 


38/5 

0004-00 


38/6 

0003-00 


38/8A+B+C 

0010-00 


237/0 

0021-00 


39/2 

0005-00 


39/4 

0018-00 


39/5ABCD 

0039-00 


39/6 

0001-00 


39/7 

002000 


40/3 

0023-00 


84/4 

0008-00 


84/6 

0011-00 


84/7 

002000 


84/8 

0031-00 


87 

6006-00 


83/3 

0012-00 


83/6 ABC 

0035-00 


83/7 

00-0800 


238/8 

0015-00 


238/10 

0012-00 


238/13 

0017-00 


238/15AB 

0012-00 


238/16AB 

0029-00 


238/17ABC 

0049-00 


238/19 

0010-00 


51/1 

0005-00 


51/2 

0011-00 


51/3 

0011-00 


51/4ABCP 

004000 


240 

0072-00 


72/IP 

0011-00 


72/2P 

0011-00 


72/3P 

0005-00 


70P 

0045-00 


59P 

0077-00 


1 2 3 4 5 


Ratnagiri Dapoli Dapoli 50/1 

0046-00 

50/2 

0020-00 

60/24 

0004-00 

60/27 

0019-00 

Chinchali 354 

0022-00 

355 

0003-00 

395 

0015-00 

384 

0024-00 

364 

0015-00 

365 

0009-00 

326 

0006-00 

325 

0008-00 

324 

0028-00 

322 

0007-00 

323 

0005-00 

366 

0002-00 

363 

0001-00 

Dabhoi 171/5 

00014)0 

171/9 

0001-00 

171/10 

0017-00 

171/11 

0012-00 

171/12 

0021-00 

171/13 

0014-00 

171/14 

0007-00 

165 

0001-00 

48/2 

0017-00 

48/9 

0001-00 

164/10 

0026-00 

Jalgaon 148/3 

0014-00 

148/12 

0003-00 

C.T. 

0001-00 

149/1/1 

0011-00 

149/6 

0014-00 

149/9 

0021-00 

149/12 

0001-00 

149/13 

0018-00 

150/3 A 

0021-00 

150/3B 

0021-00 

150/8 

0033-00 

150/13 

0010-00 

153/2 

00-06-00 

153/13 

0005-00 

Umbarle 67/25 

00024X) 

73/A/23 

0023-00 

74/12 

0021-00 

74/14 

0021-00 

24/22 

002000 

24/28 

0015-00 


[F.No.L-14014/23/05-G.P. (Part-11)] 
S. B. MANDAL, Under Secy. 
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aa. at. 2«64.—fc&i tobr a r a sfe a ^ as aia?aa> yfar ^mi % fencer % 

f^3 ^ ifcitf % ^raafen its ?^BR?gT gjt# eft *iy«i<i* aMt *ratf fcmjy 5 ?<£m 
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8 3Fifa 



wrar 8 m?hi ^ 

*(14 3>T ’TFT 


3l!T ^ 'J 3l^T?f <t»^ % ivl^ ^3M5?T 

^fq / Me 




1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1) $>J53T# 

167 

00 

23 

93 

138* 

00 

08 

00 


139* 

00 

23 

30 


143* 


17 

00 

2 )<3Itf «n4 

158* 

00 

35 

30 

3) 

330* 

00 

09 

00 

141 

00 

05 

00 


323 

00 

17 

38 


324 

01 

12 

94 


325 

00 

03 

55 


130* 

00 

40 

00 


331* 

00 

10 

49 

4) 

311 

00 

58 

27 

214* 

00 

26 

30 














4552 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MA 1 27,2006/JYAISTHA6,1928 [Part H— Sec. 3(ii)J 


1 , . - 1 

1 2 _ 

1 3 

1 4 

1 5 1 


403* 

00 

06 

25 


404* 

00 

05 

15 


408* 

00 

01 

32 


401* 

00 

05 

11 


395* 

00 

02 

24 


392* 

00 

12 

64 


374* 

00 

20 

60 

6 ) 

192 

00 

12 

75 


34* 

00 

39 

60 


285 

00 

27 

00 

7)^im 

' 475 

01 

12 

80 


476 

00 

40 

80 


477 

00 

09 

50 


479 

00 

12 

00 


485 

00 

43 

20 


486 

00 

44 

80 


487 

00 

32 

20 

8 ) 

470 

00 

85 

60 


TCTOT 470 % W 

00 

05 

00 


465 

00 

43 

20 


467 

00 

45 

60 


467^7 462 % 

00 

09 

60 


462 

00 

50 

40 


460 

01 

08 

50 


2 R 460 if jm 

00 

04 

80 


456 

00 

40 

80 



00 

08 

40 


n? W 460 397 ^ ^ TTnTT 





397 

00 

52 

20 


398 

00 

18 

60 


394 

00 

25 

00 

• 

393 

00 

38 

00 


spr 393 

00 

04 

80 


392 

00 

72 

00 


391 

01 

00 

80 


371 

00 

74 

40 


373 

00 

64 

80 


368 

01 

10 

40 


W 368 

00 

04 

80 


356 

00 

85 

90 


363 

00 

05 

00 


362 

00 

21 

60 


359 

00 

01 

00 


361 

00 

18 

00 


360 

00 

13 

20 


326 

00 

12 

00 


325 

00 

04 

80 


324 

00 

10 

- 80 
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1 1 

I 2 1 

3 

4 1 

5 | 


323 

00 

40 

80 


322 

00 

•' 14 

40 


320 

00 

02 

80 


319 

00 

03 

00 


TC W 319 #T 305 ttfl WIT 

00 

04 

80 


301 

00 

01 

00 


305 

00 

31. 

20 


TC W 305 #T 93 % c&T 

00 

12 

00 


93 

00 

06 

00 


92 

TC 4*7 92 #T 83 % 4m 451 WIT 

00 

00 

67 

04 

00 

80 


83 

00 

88 

80 


7 

00 

28 

80 


8 

00 

28 

80 


9 

00 

31 

50 


10 

01 

00 

80 


15 

00 

16 

00 


14 

00 

60 

80 


*12 "!*H 14 4 qj*lM 

00 

04 

80 


11 

00 

55 

00 


12 

01 

34 

70 

9) <RB64T€l ^ 

wi<mi41 554 * Ti?RT4i4t ^4 4m 4l*ii % 

4m 45T cifni 

00 

02 

40 


216 

00 

72 

00 


217 

01 

23 

60 


219 

00 

04 

80 


220 

00 

02 

40 


218 

00 

24 

00 


260 

00 

33 

60 


259 

00 

09 

60 


262 

00 

52 

80 


265 

00 

31 

20 


268 

00 

16 

80 


266 

00 

62 

40 


TC 4*7 260 

00 

04 

80 


272 

00 

55 

20 


274 

00 

16 

80 


273 

00 

22 

80 


276 

00 

38 

00 


*th 4*7 276 4!k 281 % 4m *ir 

00 

04 

80 


201 

00 

66 

60 


282 

01 

. 08 

00 


280 

00 

02 

00 


283 

00 

07 

00 


W ^T*7 2 83 #r 6 4> 4fa45T XTM 

00 

12 

00 


173 00 02 00 
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I 1 1 _ 2 ) 3 \ 4 I 5 1 



7* 

00 

02 

00 


6 

00 

62 

40 


5* 

00 

05 

00 


1 

00 

07 

20 


2 

00 

40 

80 





8 HSKIUi* 

l) ei<bo£l 

437 

00 

02 

00 

2 )frpM 

35/2* 

00 

04 

04 

3) 

191 

00 

61 

00 


* 3TT. 562 fares 17/0 2/2005 19 6 2 qrcr 3 g^RT (1) $ ^IrT # 

[W^T. T^-14014/55/04-^M.] 
> TT^T. 37<Tt 


New Delhi, the 19th May, 2006 

S. 0.2064.—Whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for 
the transportation of the natural gas from the exploration blocks in the Northern/ Southern offshore of Goa and 
structures in Andhra Pradesh of M/s Reliance Industries Limited, the promoter company of M/s Reliance Gas 
Pipelines Limited, formerly known as M/s Gas Transportation and Infrastructure Company Limited to the 
various consumers of Ahmednagar District in the State of Maharashtra, a pipeline should be laid by M/s 
Reliance Gas Pipelines Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to 
acquire the right of user in land under which the said Pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in 
the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of the section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government 
hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said Schedule may, within twenty-one days from the date on 
which the copies of the notification as published in the Gazette of India under sub - section (1) of section 3 of 
the said Act, are made available to the general public, object in writing to the acquisition of right of the user 
therein for laying the Pipeline under the land to Shri. L. R. Gotame, Competent Authority, Reliance Gas 
Pipelines Limited, Formerly Gas Transportation and Infrastructure Company Limited, Shyama Heritage, “F” 
Building Flat No. 4A, Keshavnagar, Chinchwadgaon, Pune-411033, Maharashtra State. 

Schedule 


Mandal/Thesil/Taluk:Kaijat 

District: Ahmednagr 

State: 

Maharashtra 

Village 

Survey No/Gat No. 

Area to be acquired for ROU j 

Hectare 

Are 

C-Are 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1) Shegudwadi 

167 

00 

23 

93 


138* 

00 

08 

00 


139* 

00 

23 

30 


143* 

00 

17 

00 

2) Khatgaon 

158* 

00 

35 

30 
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4555 

i i 


i 

4 t~ 

5 | 

3)AmCHN0«on 

330* 

00 

09 

00 


141 

00 


00 


323 

00 

17 

38 


324 

01 

12 

94 


J - ; : 325 •: 

i 00 

03 

55 


130* 

00 

40 

00 


331* 

00 

10 

49 

4) Koregaon 



58 

27 




26 

30 

5) Benwadi 

403* 

00 

06 

25 


404* ;t 

00 

05 

15 


408* 

00 

01 

32 


401* 

00 

05 

11 


r; ' 395* r; : ' 

00 

02 

24 


392* 

00 

12 

64 


?£ 

CO 

00 

20 

60 

6)Therawadi 

192 O-'C 

00 

12 

75 


34* 

00 

39 

60 


' 285 ' 

00? 

27 

00 

7) Durgaon 

475 

01 

12 

80 


476 

00 

40 

80 


477 

00 

09 

50 


479 

00 

12 

00 


485 

00 

43 

20 


486 

00 

44 

80 


487 

00 

32 

20 

8) Pimpalwadi 

470 

00 

85 

60 


Road in Gat No.470 

00 

05 

00 


465 

00 

43 

20 


467 

00 


60 


Raia m between Gai no. 467 
4462 

00 

09 

60 


462 

00 

50 

40 


460 

01 

08 

50 


Road In Gat No.460 

00 

04 

80 


456 

00 

40 

80 


Nala in between Gat No. 460 

00 

08 

40 


4 397 





397 ^ 

00 

52 

20 


398 ” '' ; ' h ' V::! 

00 

18 

60 


394 

00 

25 

00 


393 

00 

38 

00 


Canal in Gat No.393 

00 

04 

80 


392 

00 

72 

00 


391 

01 

00 

80 


1458 Gl/06—15 
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I T 


8 ) Pimpatwadi (Contd.) 


9) Rakshaswadi Khurd v 


371 

00 

74 

40 

373 

00 

64 

80 

368 

01 

10 

40 

Canal in Gat No 368 

00 

04 

80 

366 

00 

85 

90 

363 

00 

05 

00 

362 

00 

21 

60 

369 

■ 00 

01 

00 

361 

00 

18 

00 

360 

00 

13 

20 

326 

00 

12 

00 

325 

00 

04 

80 

324 

00 

10 

80 

323 

00 

40 

80 

322 

00 

14 

40 

320 

00 

02 

80 

319 

00 

03 

00 

Road in between Gat No. 319 

00 

04 

80 

& 305 




301 

00 

01 

00 

305 

00 

31 

20 

Nala in beween Gat No. 3Q5 

00 

12 

00 

& 93 




93 

00 

06 

00 

92 

00 

67 

00 

Road in between Gat No 92 

00 

04 

80 

&83 




83 

00 

88 

80 

7 

00 

28 

80 

8 

00 

28 

80 

9 

00 

31 

50 

10 

01 

00 

80 

15 

00 

16 

00 

14 

00 

60 

80 

Cana! in Gat No. 14 

00 

04 

80 

11 

00 

55 

00 

12 

01 

34 

70 

Road in between V. B. of 




Rakshaswadi Budruk and 

• 00 

02 

40 

Rakshaswadi Khurd 




216 

00 

72 

00 

217 

01 

23 

60 

219 

00 

04 

80 

220 

00 

02 

40 

218 

00 

24 

00 

260 

00 

33 

60 





n-<g^3oi)] 

p—.'" " a—— 

r mvd tf,i ; ni 27,zoct/* 3 ^ 

6, 'i )2o 
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l _ - 1 

1 * ..T 

3-1- 

4 

~T 

5 I 

60 

0 \ K<3K.*Ko&^ckx/ HkiUKdC 1 ^ *) 259 

00 

09 


262 

00 

52 


80 


265 

00 

31 


20 


268 

00 

16 


80 


266 

00 

62 


40 


Canal in Gat No. 266 

00 

04 


80 


272 

00 

55 


20 


274 

00 

16 


80 


273 

00 

22 


80 


276 

00 

38 


00 


Canal in between 

Gat No. 276 & 281 

00 

04 


80 


281 

00 

66 


60 


282 

01 

08 


00 


280 

00 

02 


00 


283 

00 

07 


00 


Road in between 

Gat No. 283 & 6 

00 

12 


00 

i 

173 

00 

02 


00 


1* 

00 

02 


00 


6 

00 

62 


40 

' 

5* 

00 

05 


00 


1 

00 

07 


20 


2 

00 

40 


80 

X 

1 

1 

Shrigonda District- Ahmednagar 

State: 

Maharashtra 

1 ) Taklikadewalit 

437 

00 

02 


00 

2) Bhing^on 

35/2* 

00 

04 


04 

3) Kashti 

191 


61 


00 


* Survey Nos. notified vide S O. 562. Dated 17/02/2005 u/s 3(1) of P&MP Act 1962. Present proposal is for 
additional extent. 

[r. No. L-1401.4/55/04-G.P. ] 
S. B. MANDAL Under Secy. 

-i:: f^-v-fT y) HJ. jOOfc 

7 fTr. 3?r. 2065.— AnfW d AfifcTW A 

357 snfa) ariMAtnr, 1962 (i962 so) (fAA ?ttA wici ^ 

•^TfAfAiP ^>37 n^TT % j AT. tfKT 3 At vTOi (l) A oAA ufpft AT TTTcfTR' 

A ^Ttem Aft yi^tcJcp Afi WeRJ A 'Asti cPT.CSTT. 628 crrffw 18 

WcfA. 2005, At WU A cfUfcg 26 2005 H y^AAcr A pA A, 

<373 3ff^cRT % 7Tcf-{ H fAAAe gft *T POTiA?! 77^7 $ HFTcTTT 

;fR®TPH A efferR? TT071 if tolPTI vfSJT f^eAT ?P^T<7 770T£7rA Avrf^RFT 7PP 

^TicRTR FcPTAT A A fcOT gS^-WTOT yi$ T 4efT^7 ;AW\ T qfofciRT A 

TfT^rf % HRcT tTgTfrRR AtAVtH gKT At?TR m$9cil$*1 fAoAt A 

ysfroFT A fAv vFFtF] A sAppk <f)i cyiAf A spAt Arerq AT ATwt AT ?TT ; 

Atl \33 tT 7FOT* arfEftjtFTT AT yfcRIT Of-fcTT At cTTfosf 1 OTcTSTR. 2005 At 'OOeiW 
cTRT A pA AT ; 
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sfR wr ytort t, sritPm # eirt 6 (i) ^ 3E?H 

TRc^K ^ fM£ £ Tfr t ; 

sfR mtm t , ter? 4> sfft g? tttoh ^ 

tR ft> v 5 ^T ^ m$Mofl$4 f%Brt ^ left 3fttf&cT t, '3*4'tt 7 T ^ SfftepR cf?T 

3T5^ TEH efrf t ; 

3ET: 3m, *N4>W, 3fltPmH ETRT 6 3?f WI^T (l) £RT U^xT Tfltafi 

^ ytET fq. TT? TftW 3Rtft t ft> Sjjt^RT t TTeT^T 3T^tt t. 

A msjMdis^ tort ^ faq v3q#r ^ srtorq ^ 3T^r ft^rr ^ttctt t; 

sfR TRcfjK 53 ^t srftPm gm 6 ^qgRT ( 4 ) sm y^rr cm 

ygfr ^q, g? fttrr M t ft> A ^rwr zm 3#m>R gtw <£ 

ywr # ^r tr^>r A ftficr ^tA gA g^rq, ttA< fAecFiAT A 5^, 

*nW A^tfePm cbtM>^H felft&sJ A ftt^cf #TT 1 



_ 

3PJ^ 


d^Tfief 

^>M«CRT Mefl : 

TE>g : >TT«R*TR 

o 

TT*T 4>T *TFT 

TTA A4R 

«teM>ef t*£*W A 

i 

2 

3 

4 

i 

STFTT 

840 

0.0864 

2 

'A A f. 

3mTcft 

166 

0.0170 

3 


569 

0.0055 



534 

0:0869 



535 

0.0776 



470 

0.0387 



471 

0.0292 



466 

0.0044 



455 

0.0093 



456 

0.0026 

4 


433 

0.1761 

5 

artmrrA 

1369 

0.0367 


. 

1366 

0.0130 



900 

0.0021 



901 

0.0058 

6 


382 

0.0025 



422 

0.0023 

7 

af^TRft 

199 

0.0171 



85 

0.0678 

\ 



339/131 

0 0474 

8 


158 

0.2311 


' 

215 

0.1409 



222 

0.0332 

9 

TflmT re£r 

524 

. 9.0017 

[TT51U 3TR-31015/86/2004-3^.3>TR.-!I 1 


q. 'iiFTiHi, am 
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New Delhi, the 22th May, 2006 

S. O.2065.— Whereas by notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Petroleum and Natural Gas number S.0.628, dated the 18 th February, 2005, issued under 
sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Xcquisitionof Right 
of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act) published 
in the Gazette of India dated the 26 th February, 2005, the Central Government declared its 
intention to acquire the right of user in the land, specified in the Schedule appended to that 
notification for the purpose of laying an extension pipeline for transportation of petroleum 
products through Mumbai-Manglya Pipeline Extension Project from Manglya (Indore) 
terminal in the State of Madhya Pradesh, to Piyala in the State of Haryana and Bijwasan in 
the NCT of Delhi by Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited ; 

And whereas the copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the public 
on the 1 st October, 2005; 

And whereas the competent authority has, under sub-section (1) of"section 6 of the said 
Act, submitted report to the Central Government; * 

And whereas the Central Government, after considering the said report and on being 
satisfied that the said land is required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire the 
right of user therein ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 6 of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby declares that the right of user in the land specified 
in the Schedule , appended to this notification. is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 6 of the said 
Act, the Central Government hereby directs that the right of user in the said land for 
laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central Government, vest on the date of 
the publication of this declaration, in Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited, free from all 
encumbrances. 

SCHEDULE 


TEHSIL: ROOPBAS DISTRICT: BHARATPUR STATE: RAJASTHAN 


S.No. 

NAME OF VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA IN HECTARE 

1 

2 

3 

4 

t 

SHAHNA 

840 

0.0864 

2 

JAICHAUU 

166 

0.0170 

3 

TEHRA BRAHMAN 

569 

0.0055 



534 

0.0869 



535 

0.0776 



470 

0.0387 



471 

0.0292 



466 

0.0044 



455 

0.0093 



456 

0.0026 

4 . 

KUNDER 

__ 43S. __ 

0 1761 
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5 ANDHIYAR 1 

1369 

0 . 0367 * 


1366 

0,0130 


,900 

0.0021 


901 

0.0058 

6 NEKPUR 

382 

00025 


422 

0 0023 

7 KAiMASI 

199 

0.0171 


85 

0.0673 


339/131 , 

0.0474 

8 RAHIMPUR 

158 

0.2311 


215 

0.1409 


222 

0.0332 

9 TUHJA PATTI 

524 

0 . 0017 . 

[ F . NO , R - 31015 / 86 / 2004 -O R -II ] 


A GG 3 WAMI , Under Secy 


TS ttol, 2b 'Hi, 2006 


grr. 3TT, 2066.— glster Tsrcasnr ^ c^ra?t sftr *ater yr$QFfr^r ^ 3tter 
£ 3 fteTC gBT 3 T 5 R ) STtenWt , 1 962 (1 9 6 2 50 ) ( tet " Q^tJTcT 335 T 

3 rfEjtewr URTT % ) ejft ETRT 3 cift ’JCfEIRT ( l ) d 3 tter oTki * 3 §T T 5 rj * < HT 7 cf 777^77 c 5 

ate sn^te to toicra cj§r ten sst . an . 2 6 3 ctrte 1 7 msr & rft , 

2 006 , oft HTTrl & 7 TSTCrar Hite 2 ! uToto , 2006 , ^. TOl^TcT cjft ^ eft , ST 7 T 3 TT 

3rftrq^rr 3 ^Tcrr^sr $ fftfafike 3$r h ^rr-ftoi ^tfcram 3rcrrar trr^cnfsr ^ 

3TTE25W £ ^oT7I?r TTST # 3^T 7ft tepft cRH eft qfte<4 eft feTU 

frsffirp ra cpfqftgior tefcte sm tn^tr a rfo? kite eft ytern eft te? ston <ft srften nn 

3T#51 eft 3rqk 3TT?ra cftt dtom cfft.eft ; 

3 te TcfrT ■Tremor srkrgxrsrr <$ yftor awm yft nrte 2 a ute 2000 , cm ;?Qci%7 h>tt 


dl 31^ eft , 

3te yrtotet «ft, 3cfcT aftykrzm yft srrcr e yft 'ttsjrt <1 ) *to <fts$ftc? sfrasre 

<ftt i <ft l ; ^ ' ' - , N 

3ft'; tete? tttchpj te 3 cRt fwrf y? ten? ytet y^mr, sit? s*? ^snursT ?> orrsf nr 

fg> TraFcT ajte yi^dHifoT fterH ^ fen? 3rftfte t, 37te sutoi 3rfte77 cm 3rte 357 k nsr 


faftorer terr t ; ^ 

3 -TcT. 3Td, teto TRcBR, 3 W 3lteW*i «£ OW 6 ^ 3TO U j ^ 351 

yTjtuf dto ■gu, ~zr£ kpr'cni yRcft % fc|5 ^73 3if?x2jysrr k Ttcnrar ^ ajki ^ 

yrfdiTi^ firow ^ ten? sytor ^ srfteR «m 3 AjT^ ten ottctt % ; ^ 

3fr? tester 3 crt 3rkitew gft otst 6 cdt 3nyTTT (4) OT TOft ?iteit nn yto 

cFR.?1 |G, -IT? te?T M % f® 33rT 3jf^T 3 sten 35T sfePR ^ c^t cTlto 

ck '■JRcTR <n tel'cT te c^ cTorrU, toTera Tr&'yfkT T31 "a. 3iT? - 31015/7/0 3 

3ft.3TH~II tefVc5 2 5/1 1 /2 004 fJTTT cTJTT| ^ 3TOT£to ^T&ft tecteft 7t 


te^rn? c#oft?T5T fetors ^ kite ten i 






'TTTrl^T WR : Tti 27, 2006/^3 6, 1928 

3T5^t 


456 i 



fm 7?. am-3 ioi s/ 44 / 2004 -an. 3 m.-u J 
tt. TTTFipfr, 3r^r Ffaq • 


New Delhi, the 25th May, 2006 


S. o. 2066 .— Whereas by a notification of the Government of India in the Ministry 
of Petroleum and Natural Gas number SO 263 dated the 17 th January, 2006, issued 
under sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals.Pipeline? (Acquisition of 
Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), 
published in the Gazette of India dated the 21 st January, 2006, the Central Government 
declared its intention to acquire the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule 
appended to that notification for the purpose of laying pipeline for transportation of 
petroleum products from Mundra in the State of Gujarat to Delhi through Mundra-Delhi 
Petroleum Product Pipeline by Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Limited; 

*nd whereas copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the 
FUjbtic on the 26 th March, 2006; 

And whereas the competent authority has, under sub-section (1) of section 6 of the 
said Act, submitted report to the Central Government; 


And whereas the Central Government, after considering the said report and on being 
satisfied that the said land is required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire right of 
user therein; 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 6 of 
the said Act, the Central Government hereby declares that the right of user in the land 
specified in the Schedule, appended to this notification, is hereby acquired for laying the 
pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 6 of the. 
said Act, the Central Government hereby directs that the right of user in the said land for 
laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central Government, vest on the date of 
publication of declaration, in Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Limited, free from all 
encumbrances, subject to the conditions imposed vide this Ministry’s consent letter no. R- 
31015/7/03 OR- II dated 25-11-2004 


Tehsil: ABU ROAD 



AMTHALA 


SCHEDULE 


District: SIROH1 


Khasara No. 


3 


142/1166 


State : RAJASTHAN 


Area 


Hectare Are 


Are 

Sq.mtr. 

5 

6 



0 19 08 

[F. No. R-31015/44/2004-0.R.-ll ] 
A. GOSWAMi, Under Secy. 
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25 Tjf, 2006 

qtf.SR. 2067.— mtb\Z it ftglfefOT sfa TSlftnST T^Uctl^ (ajfa ^ 3U^'J| 
3lfec|5R eft 3T5ftT) arttlf^W, 1962 (l 962 *ST 50) ( tT?xTm 33tf 

3lfef^r3T cK?T 3RTT t ^ QRT 3 eft 'JTTORI (l) ^ ST^ftSf oTT# *ft SHRcT tH^R ^ 

t^lfcRW aift vr r ^ c P iter #aricw <m. arr. 262 crrfter 1 7 ursra#, 

2006, # 3TReT ^ cflto 21 wWi, 2006, ^ TRbrflm aft ft#’ *ft, -3^ 32T 

aifa^n it -Hcf^sr arajg^t it fefa f &a »^r ^ ajssr-feeft ^rferzw 3cm? in f irc nfsr ^ 

<H T EZJ3 T it 3J5RT?T 7F5q ^ 3J3 jTT it feoft cTcJ5 it$fcRI«H Jcqiti?[ ^ ^ fefl? t^RTlST 

O^fcltUrff ^fqfeisf fclffr^ SRT q i gq&il^ i %5lit efc yqjuffor q> fcTU 3 Hqta i ^ 3tfElcl5R am 
3fofsr ^ 3TO5t 3fT?RT eft gtaftT ?§t eft ; 

3^7 3?rT TTGTOoT 3%^W ! ufcTSlf oToTcfT cV&Sl 2 8 3TT^, 2006, eft 3 i 4cH<gJ <E7T 

^t eft j-.'•' '.:; - : -x .■ . -xC"'.\ : '.// 

3?te 3T«m SJlRjabtit 32RT 3fftlfcTO<H aft EIRf 6 aft 3TORT (l) efc STEftsf *RaBR 

eft £ ft % ; xX :■ XX i-v: : . 

3?te aftiftq tHVjcbR it, 33^ tpr fagR ijr^ ft tramr, CT ro rq ?t si# mr 

fft 3^r -m&mr%sr^w*! xftfen? 3r^f§Tcr %,. 3R?^ 3iraterft 3rfto? aft amfar w 
fft^SrRT fftST t n ^J’ ( ' r; r" :• . 

3fi?T: 3f3T, ftaftq :fR«|5R, 33rT 3lfaftiq<H eft SIRT 6 eft 3^4171 (l) ^Rf y?rT ?#crft am 
sroter ige, m qtOT tRRft t sxfaqfm ^ BcRsr sra^t ^ ^ ^ 

m^qcTf^eT RlBI^ ^ fcTO 3M^y| ^ SlfecPR c6T 3TofoT f^qT oTTcTT t ; 

3?te ^riq ^R®R 3g?T 3rf^fenFT eft «IRT 6 ^ft 3tmRT ( 4 ) ^ U5??T 351 yqRT 

§U, ^1? 1^«T iteft % 3 cRT .3^ £ 3qqtai cj5T 3TteR XJp^lT ^ TOf?m ?ft cTT^ 

ift ^oftzr ^r^r ^ fiifecr*^ £ gum?, ^raicRr ^ ^^i ci gg str - 31015 / 7/0 3 

3ft.3TR-II fksm 25/1 1/2004 ‘SRT cRTT^ ^ $Tc?f ^ 3TKl«ftg RT# ^IccjJleHl % 

isgsam g s ftifh Tsr fct fo fcs it f%f^?r gt?ni 

3**43^ 


• graft S?rr s in^t r ?i&t : 


■ ■ — 

-a. 

vfffq «5T dl«M 

^RRT UT. 


^?IQ>c1 


i«K«n 

I?2R 



bUKi&si 

1 

—■— 2 — 1 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1 . 

snarr 

2420/lf^F5T 

;■:;' 0 

1 6 

56 

2 . 

□"HUM! 

v 720/2923 

- 0 

04 

93 


[^.^. 3 m -3101 s/ 45/2 004 - 3 %.^m. - 111 


Ti. iM, arm 
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MRtT *FT TITOT: 27, 2006/^g 6, 1928_4563 

New Delhi, the 25th May, 2006 

s. 0 . 2t67« — Whereas by a notification of the Government of India in the Ministry 
of Petroleum and Natural Gas number S O. 262 dated the 17 th January, 2006, issued 
under sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of 
Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), 
published in the Gazette of India dated the 21 st January, 2006, the Central Government 
declared its intention to acquire the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule 
appended to that notification for the purpose of laying pipeline for transportation of 
petroleum products from Mundra in the State of Gujarat to Delhi through Mundra-Delhi 
Petroleum Product Pipeline by Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Limited; 

And whereas copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the 
public on the 28 th March, 2006; 

And whereas the^competent authority has, under sub-section (1) of section 6 of the 
said Act, submitted report to the Central Government; 

And whereas the Central Government, after considering the said report and on being 
satisfied that the said land is required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire right of 
user therein; 

* 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 6 of 
the said Act, the Central Government hereby declares that the right of user in the land 
specified in the Schedule, appended to this notification, is hereby acquired for laying the 
pipeline; 

And furtheMrr exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 6 of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby directs that the right of user in the said land for 
laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central Government, vest on the date of 
publication of declaration, in Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Limited, free from all 
encumbrances, subject to the conditions imposed vide this Ministry’s consent letter no. R- 
31015/7/03 OR- II dated 25-11-2004. 

SCHEDULE 



Tehsil: BALI 

District: PALI 

State : RAJASTHAN 

Sr 



Area 

No 

Name of the Village 

Khasara No. 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq.mtr. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1 . 

NANA 

2420/1 Min 

0 

16 

56 

2. 

BEEJAPUR 

720/2923 

0 

04 

93 


[F. No. R-31015/45/2004-0.R.-I I ] 
A GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 
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ie«.—ifrsta kr kitffkr g gg awwre; g^lg kgrt fk ygigi< gsg 

kkt {gk) % (k?ny) gg> tMiwiSi % gk g^iftrag sarcf % qfefR % faq 1 ^'str 

gggfeH SKT ^ r^TTT ftsif 3THT gi%g ; 

arc: %=5ra g*ggr <k i^gt wrai?=T ksk % ggrgg % fikj g? arasgg; ggk ski % fk 
k# # g kr ?g % ggrspg agfi g gfrkt, few m^gai^g ftsiq rh m ggng I, gggm 
$ 3#raR m akg fogr Rig ; 


apis ag, gkfcr gw*, g^iftrag % igkg w^np (# k aktg $ ate* m ask) 
akkgg, m2 (i 962 gg 50) kt gig 3 kt gggig (1) sig gag sikggi m gkm ark gq, gg 
ggggrcT ^ ate* gg ask g>k ^ agg am kt ten ^rm% ; 

SB15 aikg, ki ggg -agq# g tet gft g tens % gg gite % kte ?g aftnjggr % 
Mud % <WMd gg gkar graigg giggi gg ami grcr a tei f, sgggg fcg g; 4 mr gft % 


gkr giiggn^g ksrq ak % kiq ggg awm g> ate* % ask cfe *rri g 4 . *ikk Rm , 
gag yiteA, yi$y?n$g fte* ykten (akr g ggkt gg> fRT*te g> *ik), 

gfrfte gggfaig krcks, kn gg*, gg*gggr - qg g qg kg, srcrggr - 411 028 (3k ter), 
gsig*? gg kfkg gg g areta kg gte | 


3^t 



dicj*! : Uc£*t 


4l5i U : 


<f>«H 

• 

gET. 

3rra 5fw 

?I? oi<4t» 

tire «ra^ 

3^-^SpS 


$nt6cf 

yg 

[}4U 

mggi 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


8 

1 

diciiii 


1043 


00 

03 

78 




1044 


00 

03 

96 




1045 


00 

08 

64 




1046 


00 

10 

62 




1047 


00 

11 

52 




1050 


00 

15 

75 




1052 


00 

16 

20 



' 

1053 


00 

28 

44 




1081 


00 

57 

42 




1080 


00 

76 

32 




1163 


00 

16 

20 




1162 


00 

07 

65 




__11M_ 


0Q- 

27 

12 
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h oicjq>l : HTga tuIcfT : ^I^IcfT 7F52T : «H6UIBg 

i 
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315 «Uk 
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1W 
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1 

*” 2 

-- -X A 1 * X - 

" 3 

4. 

5 


B 
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00 

00 

60 

1232 


00 

23 

91 

1233 


00 

38 

07 

1234 


00 

06 

48 

1230 


00 

18 

95 

1220 


00 

82 

17 

201 


00 

25 

38 

202 


00 

01 

17 

206 


00 

01 

08 

200 


00 

24 

30 

232 


00 

01 

80 

209 


00 

29 

70 

230 


00 

05 

76 

228 


00 

06 

48 

242 


00 

10 

44 

227 


00 

25 

38 

286 

1 

00 

00 . 

70 

288 


00 

06 

68 

289 


00 

15 

93 

290 


00 

18 

72 

291 


00 

08 

46 

306 


00 

45 

26 

303 


00 

07 

74 

304 


00 

03 

24 

302 


00 

10 

08 

301 


00 

08 

64 

300 


00 

03 

60 

299 


00 

12 

96 

298 


00 

13 

68 

307 


00 

19 

92 

356 


00 

04 

80 

358 


00 

01 

20 

359 


00 

03 

84 

1155 


00 

04 

80 

368 


00 

00 

30 

369 


00 

00 

30 

370 


00 

00 

30 

• 371 


00 

04 

38 

372 


00 

10 

32 

373 


00 

4-1 

52 

nz*?T 373 *rg fair 19 


00 

02 

16 

^rr 373 m 374 £ "1 

* V > 

*■ 

00 

02 

40 

?rm *r tt qr rt> \ 

374 


00 

07 

68 


*§5f 

■9 

14 

90 


31R-31015/27/2004II ] 
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New Delhi, the 25th May, 2006 

s. o. 2068 .—Whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the 
public interest that for the transportation of petroleum products from Loni (Pune) to Pakni 
(Solapur) via Hazarwadi in the State of Maharashtra, an extension pipeline should be laid by 
Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Limited; 


And whereas it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such 
pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of user in land under which the said pipeline is 
proposed to be laid and which is described in the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) > at, 1962 (50 of 1962), 
the Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the right ot user therein; 


Any person, interested in the land described in the said Schedule may; within twenty one 
days from the date on which the copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are 
made available to the public, object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein for 
laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri Sanjeev Jadhav, Competent Authority, Mumbai-Pune 
Pipeline Extension Project (from Loni to Pakni via Hazarwadi), Hindustan Petroleum Corporation 
Limited, Mega Center, Magarpatta - M & N Wing, Hadapsar - 411 028 (Pune District), 
Maharashtra. 


SCHEDULE 


Taluka : PALUS District: SANG LI State : MAHARASHTRA 


Sr. 

Name of the 

Survey No. 

Gat No. 

Sub-Division 

Area 

No. 

Village 

No. 

Hectare 

un 

EEM 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 


1043 

00 

03 

78 

1044 

00 

03 

96 

1045 

00 

08 

64 

1046 

00 

10 

62 

1047 

00 

11 

52 

1050 

00 

15 

75 

1052 

00 

16 

20 

1053 

00 

28 

44 

1081 

00 

57 

42 

1080 

00 

76 

32 

1163 

00 

16 

20 

1162 

00 

07 

65 

1164 

00 

27 

12 


1 BAMBAVADE 



















[«fFMl~r^s:3(ii)] 


Taluka: PALUS 


^ 27, 2006M^ 6, 1928 


District: SANGLI 



Survey No. 


3 


BAMBAVADE (Contd.) 


Gat No. 


1165 

1232 

1233 

1234 
1230 
1220 
201 
202 
206 
200 
232 
209 
230 
228 
242 
227 
286 
288 

289 

290 

291 

306 

303 

304 
302 
301 
300 
299 

298 

307 

356 

358 

359 
1155 

368 

369 

370 

371 

372 

373 

MDR 19 in Gat No. 

373 

SH 75 in between 
Gat No. 373 & 374 

374 


28 4567 


State : MAHARASHTRA 


Sub-Division 


! Area ] 

Hectare 

Are 

EliHI 

6 

7 

8 

. 00 

00 

60 

00 

23 

91 

00 

38 

07 

00 

06 

48 

00 

18 

95 

00 

82 

17 

00 

25 

38 

00 

01 

17 

00 

01 

08 

00 

24 

30 

00 

01 

80 

00 

29 

70 

DO 

05 

76 

00 

06 

48 

00 

10 

44 

00 

25 

38 

00 

00 

70 

00 

06 

68 

00 

15 

93 

00 

18 

72 

00 

08 

46 

00 

45 

26 

00 

07 

74 

00 

03 

24 

00 

10 

08 

00 

08 

64 

00 

03 

60 

00 

12 

96 

00 

13 

68 

00 

19 

92 

00 

04 

80 

00 

01 

20 

00 

03 

84 

00 

04 

80 

00 

00 

30 

00 

00 

30 

00 

00 

30 

00 

04 

38 

00 

10 

32 

• 00 

11 

52 


00 02 16 . 

00 02 40 

00 07 68 


Total 08 14 90 


[F. No. R-31015/27/2G04-O. R. -11 ] 
A. GOSWAMI,.Under Secy. 
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M fetf, 25 2006 

^t. an. 2069.—^ ^fcE!T 3 T te? yr$fte 3 bar tenerzr sn. 3 n 452 
ftate 01.02.2006 3fRT ^ i ci«u 3 T te? .wfte m$gd i 3<*« (ajftr # sute i sriterc 

3iufr) 3lRtfteT, ‘1962 (i 962 35T 50) c& OT3T 3 3S-aTCT (l) Sltef 

ycHTflTcr cr; ®sncR # fteterc fee ^r^tfcWT 3coi<:l <& gfte«i ^ fcft? ‘‘fte^T-tente 
w^xicE^ # ftet^ns era? cn^te ^ gsRitensr £<j ^ sttcit m^Meu^ fatte ^ fer# 
3nfr srferg^rsn # fefafte defter teer, fter afteranpr, ^rareepf ^razr a^for 3if£rgfte c£t 

eft 1 

te TOfi terigw te yferef u^ett te fete 27.03.2006 era? sscrsei n^er # ^ aft 1 

3ft? 3c|fr SlfaftefT ctft ETRT 6 te US-ORT (l) ^ 3TgOTT # 2TW Sifter#, T^R^TET, $ 
c^sftar tTTcER te 3lte feM HI I 

3 ffe '^Rcnre # 33 rT feM ST fecTR tef <£ TTStJTcT f?T 31 %^fT # 3 ST«Fg # 

fetefee ajf# # stefe S5T 3rftere tefa <?te <m fter?^rer fterr t i 

3TcT:, 3ra, tetel 39tT SlftefOT <& £TRT 6 ^ 3S-ETRT (l) fTRT S^H Sifted cJ5T 

ster ste 'tern ste f fe f?t terror i # 3ora<£ si^rft # fetete ajpr # 

si^gdi^d fterfe ^ aster <6i sifter? 3ifofcT fter otctt f i 

3#? cjWf<u ?res 5 R, 3 Sfr terftew <£\ etttt 6 sSf 3 s-€jrt (4) 'gm Tran sifterf <& yteT ste 
^ fate tet It fe 3sfr affe # aster sst 3rftere teter toct? # fete Ffe ^ ^utrt 
TF raft ffertef # ^cet |te ante cbml^sToi fcif#fe # ftfed Fte t 


ari^r 


<TF#tc4 : 3fT55T 

fulcll : aflefdl^l 

^|V9 : tiw^w 

n 



tenner 


ter cfST ctw 

TiRrei TreHTT 



te 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

3TI^ 

2806/1 320 

0 

1 6 

20 


[T>r. T?. dTR-25011/31/2004-^.«nT.-I] 
Tn. %. fe^RT, 3MT TTfnn 





£*rrnu— T3P*33(ii)] . 3>1 W TO ; ^ 27, 2006/^ftg 6, 1928 


New Delhi, the 25th April, 2006 

s. o, 2069 ,— Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Petroleum and Natural Gas S.O. number 452 dated 01.02.2006 issued under sub 
section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right 
of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the 
Central Government declared its intention to acquire the right of user in the land in 
Tehsil : Mandal, District : Bhilwara in the State of Rajasthan, specified in the 
schedule appended to that notification for the purpose of laying pipeline for the 
transportation of petroleum products in the State of Rajasthan from Beawar to 
Chittaurgarh in respect of "Branch Pipeline to Chittaurgarh from Sidhpur - Sanganer 
Pipeline" by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited 

And whereas, copy of the said notification was made available to the general public 
on 27.03.2006. 

And whereas, the Competent Authority has under sub-section (1) of section 6 of the 
said Act submitted his report to the Central Government; 

And whereas, the Central Government, after considering the said report is satisfied 
that the right of user in the land specified in the Scheduie appended to this \ 
Notification should be acquired; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 6 of 
the said Act, the Central Government hereby declares that the right of user in the 
land specified in the Schedule appended to this notification is hereby acquired; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 6 of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby directs that the right of user in the said 
land shall instead of vesting in the Central Government, vests from the date of 
publication of this declaration, in the Indian Oil Corporation Limited free from all 
encumbrances. 

SCHEDULE 


Tehsil: MANDAL 

District: BHILWARA 

State 

: RAJASTHAN 

Name of the Village 

Khasara No. 

Area 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq.mtr. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

BHADU 

2806/1320 

0 

16 

20 


[F. No. R-25011/31/2004-O.R.-I) 
S. K. CHITKARA, Under Secy. 
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M fe#, 26 2006 

ot. w. M7o.~%#r wott rtofto Ji n? arrays tot? to % fc Jrto toto % 
faftto ^ Jr Jrto % ?ib^Sot tjs toft totto ^ Tito* tor to 

foto StotTT fafto <fe to Jl 3Blft/toft arw ^ to s?to #T aiRlto toto % 
arwito tot Jr nftot tonft to 9; Wr totoarf tfs yi^Ru %.,% yRti?R #; to to 
toto % toto an arraign ftof to ato; 


>#t ton Bran <6r 333 wraifB ftor % torn % to n? -an^na tor to% fo an ^Pr 
Jr, to£ to g^i m^rfl^-r tor£ nr% ar g^n^r t #r at srr arflj^HT % aw? aqgfe Jr 
tor %, aton & artonr ar tor tor an 7 ; 

aras, am, ton >w, Bottom atrr nto wto? (^Rr Jt awr % artorr ar to) 
arfafto 1962(1962 ar 50) srrrr 3 anarr (1) sin gaa sitoJf ar tor to 
gq, to atoT % artonr ar ato to i to arrsm Tft ton tot % ; 

c6if cqto jTr ann aqgfa Jr tor Tjft Jr ton? % an to? *r ftofit ana arftrfto =& sjttt 3 
* 6 t aOTiTt (1) & ar#r to arfitfanr * 6 t tori Trratrg anar crir anOTi an rit tot %, 
?tor to * tor 13 ^ % to nrsymin tort to ?; to tot 7 ! % arftor % arto % tor Jr 
wr toto, fttorr to m^y^nr toto, 16-23-60, to tor 1, artotr an, tot to 
tor, ch i toris i, ft toraft ton, arretoi tot - 533001 crir tosn 51 Jr anto tor ton 1 


«3#> 


fton s yton T 
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2) hot 
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I) WT3& 




^ fUcfoTT FT 


2 


747/2 


657/21% 


M S T^T 


37TT 3% ^ 3l1^ <*><A 

^TT 


f% ^ 

3 

4 

5 


18/2 

18/1 

17/3 

19 

20 
57 
55 
54 
21 
22 


jm s 3n^ tot 
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30 
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0 
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65 
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05 

90 
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25 
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yj 
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0 

00 

10 
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05 

15 

450/2311? 

0 

01 

40 
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00 

40 
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09 

55 
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90 
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0 

13 

45 
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0 
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40 
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0 

15 

80 
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0 

00 

10 

1 226/1 

0 

33 

65 
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0 
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00 

12 25/2 

0 
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50 

1235 
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37 

15 
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15 

75 
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14 
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18 

2 0 

1214/1 

0 

15 

60 

1213 

0 

32 

40 

1210/2 

0 

15 

60 

12 63/1tt 

0 

10 

15 

12 63/1% 

0 

43 

45 

1 2 64/2IT 

0 

2 0 

35 

12 64/1 

0 

0 6 

6 o 

12 65/5 

0 

1.2 

> F 

12 65/4 

0 

A 

SO 

12 65/3 

0 

! si 

45 

1269 

•o 

0 0 

25 

1267 
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04 

65 
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07 

90 

1276/5 

0 

0 2 
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1319 

0 

09 

70 

1320/2 
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28 

45 
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35 

25 
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95 

1062 

0 

03 

95 


308/2 


0 

04 
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310/5 


0 

45 

70 
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13 

60 

310/2fo 
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02 

80 
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0 

75 

25 

311/1trp / ’ 


0 

10 

55 
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0 

04 

75 
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0 

14 

00 

315/12 


0 

08 

95 
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0 

09 

80 

318/3 


0 

52 

05 

317/1 ; 


0 

01 

30 

317/2 j. 


0 

27 

50 
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0 

05 

45 
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0 

21 

20 
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0 

42 

65 
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00 

25 
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37 
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3) fttm 324/1 

325/3 

325/1% 

325/2 

325/6 

325/7 

346/3 

346/2% 

345/2 

345/1 

344/2 

344/3 

344/4 

344/5 

344/1 

344/6 

343 

355/2% 

357/2 

358/2 

358/1 

359 

360/3 

360/2 

360/1 


3 4 5 


0 

11 

80 

0 

25 

75 

0 

01 

55 
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12 

25 

0 

22 

35 

0 

. 04 

45 
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26 

40 

0 

11 
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0 

00 

50 

0 

04 
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0 

23 
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0 

14 

90 
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07 

90 
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00 

10 

0 

03 

15 

0 

15 

65 

0 

10 

95 

0 

01 

20 

0 

46 

30 

0 

43 

80 

0 

00 

50 

0 

20 

10 

0 

02 

85 

0 

22 

20 

0 

24 
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* cfiT.OTT. 1758, %q%5: 16 -06 -2003 5RT 1962 eft SflTT 3 eft OTTRT (1) % 

*r?! wi g%Mi^^mT%^MI 

[TO 7T. TT^-14014/14/2003-#. 1 ^.] 
■QU M\, 

New Delhi, the 26th May, 2006 

S. 0.2070.—Whereas it appears to die Central Government that it is necessary in the public 
interest that for the transportation of the natural gas from the exploration blocks in the 
Northem/Southem Offshore of Goa and structures in Andhra Pradesh of M/s Reliance 
Industries Limited, the promoter company of M/s Reliance Gas Pipelines Limited, formerly 
known as M/s Gas Transportation and Infrastructure Company Limited to the various 
consumers of West Godavari District in the State of Andhra Pradesh, a pipeline should be laid 
by M/s Reliance Gas Pipelines Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such 
pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of user in land under which the said pipeline is 
proposed to be laid and which are described in the ScheduJ#a|nexed hereto; 

'■'/'I 
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Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the 
Petroleum end Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962(50 of 
1962), the Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said Schedule may, within twenty-one days 
from the date on which the copies of the notification as published in the Gazette of India under 
sub-section (1) of section 3 of the said Act, are made available to the general public, object in 
writing to the acquisition of right of the user therein for laying the pipeline under the land to 
Competent Authority, Reliance Gas Pipelines Limited, D. No : 16-23-60, Road No. 1, 
Vyodhya in a gar, Dairy farm Centre, Kakinada, East Godavari District-533 001, Andhra 

Pradesh Si« __ __ _ 

Schedule 


Mand al: Bhimadolu_District: West Godavari State : Andhra Pradesh 


Viiiaqe | Survey No./Sub-Division No. 

Area to be acquired for ROU 

! 

1 tec tere 

re 

C-Are 

1 ! 2 

I 7.,: 

i 

5 

1) Bhiiuadalu' 747/2 

0 

11 

50 

2) Puiin ' 657/2C 

0 

02 

55 

Manual UNGU iURU District : West Godavari State : Andhra Pradesh 

1) Bwwmpuei 1o/2 

0 

48 

85 

18/1 

0 

02 

80 

17/3 

0 

21 

40 

19 

0 

11 

05 

2 Q 

0 

04 

90 

57 

0 

46 

85 

55 

0 

02 

20 

54 
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03 

85 

21 

0 

58 

85 

22 

0 

38 

50 

2} Unyutur;.! 455/1B 

0 

00 

65 

455/2 

0 

18 

95 

452/4 

0 

08 

95 

452/5 

0 

24 

40 

452/2 

0 

01 

00 

456/1 

0 

42 

30 

451/1C 

0 

18 

20 

451/2C 

0 

00 

65 

451/2B 

0 

05 

90 

451/2A 

0 

25 

30 

458 

0 

00 

10 

450/2J 

0 

05 

15 

450/21 

0 

01 

40 

450/2H 

0 

00 

40 

459 

0 

09 

55 

460 

0 

46 

90 

461 

0 

13 

45 
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3 

4 

5 
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0 

09 

40 

1223 

0 

15 

80 

1227/1 

0 

o 

o 

10 

1226/1 

0 

33 

65 

1225/1 

0 

20 

00 

1225/2 

0 

02 

50 

1235 

0 

37 

15 

1218 

1 

15 

75 

1215/2 

0 

14 

25 

1215/1 

0 

19 

30 

1214/2 

0 

18 

20 

1214/1 

0 

15 

60 

1213 

0 

32 

40 

1210/2 

0 

15 

60 

1263/1A 

0 

10 

15 

1263/IB 

0 

43 

45 

1264/2A 

0 

20 

35 

1264/1 

0 

06 

85 

1265/5 

0 

12 

35 

1265/4 

0 

11 

60 

1265/3 

0 

12 

45 

1269 
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00 

25 

1267 

0 

04 

65 

1268 

0 

07 

90 

1276/5 

0 

02 

90 

1276/2 

0 

07 

35 

1276/1A 

0 

16 

40 

1279/3 

0 

18 

00 

1279/2 

0 

05 

80 

1279/4 

0 

15 

55 

1280/2 

0 

08 

20 

1280/1 

0 

00 

10 

1285 

0 

11 

00 

1288/3 

0 

01 

65 

1288/4 

0 

08 

45 

1288/5 

0 

08 

65 

1288/6 

0 

08 

70 

1287 

0 

31 

95 

1304 

0 

34 

DO 

1308/2 

0 

51 . 

75 

1315/1 
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04 

75 
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0 

42 

35 

1317 

0 

39 

75 

1319 

0 

09 
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75 

survey i^os. notified vide S.O. 1758 dated 16/06/2003 u/s 3(1) of P&MP Act 1962. Present Drooasal is for 

additional rfreas. 
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B. MANDAL Under Secy. 


d>Vld 1 TOTTO 



^f&3\, 25 i, 2006 



3F>T. 3fl. 2071.—<£*■£# ^RTO? # qg J^dld glfll i?, fa ^ ^feblRaVl 

$ cb#dl 3T#5TOT fa^ v3# # TOTTOT t 

9 



TO: TO, cfc^j# ^RTO? ##cTT STTTO 5# (3R# 3#T #TO# 

3T##TO 1957 (1957 TO 20) 


(ftrct t ttor to^t 3iR)Ato wt tot t) "stort (i) stRT TOfr to 

TO# TOcT ^ ^ ^HTcT cf5T ^JcfeRT TOFt ^ 3N% 3TTTO # ^JTOT tcft t ; 


3Tf§RjTOT cfc TO 7 # 3T# cfTcT &5T, fa'ticpi *<aiq> # #-l(^) III/^3TR/736-0905 ( 
22 RlcW, 2005 TO f^tOT #TOf chld^c^'H fc#T^ (TORcf #TOT) , #eT Rlftd 

ei l f^RT t d|J|^y 440 001 (TORINO cfr cni^Id^l ^ ^TT cnciqcx, fw^ciT^I (TOT-M<#) cf> TO#eRT ^ ^TT 

qfoleTT pM^cb , 1, TOvjJfrd SF3R #dTOc!T <£ TO#TO 3 #RT TO TORT t ; 

stfSRJTOT ^ TO 7 # 3T# TOft *T f%TO«< TOft oilfdrl, TOd 3T##TO # ETRT 13 # 
\3TORT (7) ^ Prf^Bg TO# TO#, TO^f 3#T TOT cRdl^# # ^7T 3TfSRjTOT cfc TOTO 3 5TTOTO # 
cTT^TI ^ TOef ##■ cfr #cR fcT#T TO^f 3T#TOft #/7T), cR^f #TeT#tc^TT fdPl^, TOTTO fcTTOT, #f?T 
fa#oT TO^RT, TOT57 - 440 001 (H^KI^O # ## I 
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<£51 113.408 70.071 


<^77 &4:- 183.479 %357 (77444) 
41 453.38 4355 (ol444) 

#RT cpfa: 

3> - 73: ^731, ‘35’ 3IRWT t 3fl7 414 357544?* FTcT 'gKr 

‘73’ ftn| 47ftc17ft t I 

73 - 4: ^731, 414 3574T4F?? 7t 31Ff 457ft t 31*7 ‘4’ 44 


73 - 4: 


fteTTft tl 
t!731, 414 


4-4: x!731, 414 3574144?* §4$ 71 ?*357 TpTTI?* t 3#7 1%4f ‘4’ 47 f*T777f* tl 

4-35: \731, 414 377444?* g^t tl tit f? 4117ft t 31*7 347^31 47 

ftelTft tl 

[ft. -43015/10/2005-^^11^5^-1 ] 
TTH. 

Ministry of Coal 

New Delhi, the 25th May, 2006 


S. 0.2071.— whereas it appears to the Central Government that coal is likely to be obtained from the 
lands mentioned in the Schedule hereto annexed ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 4 of the Coal 
Bearing Areas (Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957), (hereinafter referred to as the 
said Act), the Central Government hereby gives notice of its intention to prospect for coal therein ; 

2. The plan bearing No. C-l(E)III/HR/736-0905 dated the 22 nd September, 2005 of the area 
covered by this notification can be inspected in the office of the Western Coalfields Limited, (Revenue 
Department), Coal Estate, Civil Lines, Nagpur - 440 001 (Maharashtra) or in the office of the 
Collector, Chhindwara (Madhya Pradesh) or in the office of the Coal Controller, 1, Council House 
Street, Kolkata. 
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All persons interested in the lands covered by this notification shall deliver all maps, charts and 
other documents referred to in sub-section. (7) of section 13 of the s&id Act to the Officer on Special 
Duty (L/R), Western Coalfields Limited, Revenue Department, Coal Estate, Civil Lines, Nagpur - 
440 001 (Maharashtra) within ninety days from the date of publication of this notification in the 
Official Gazette. 

SCHEDULE 

Dhundi Block, Kanhan Area 
District Chhindwara (Madhya Pradesh) 


SI. 

No. 

Name of 
village 

Patwari 

Circle 

number 

1 

Karanjpani 

Dhundi 

3 

2 

Karanjpani 

Dhundi 

. . 3 _ | 

3 

Karanjpani 

Dhundi 

3 

■ 

Karanjpani 

Dhundi 

3 


. ment 
number 



Tahsil 

District 

Junnar- 

deo 

Chhindwara 

Junnar- 

deo 

Chhindwara 

Junnar- 

deo 

Chhindwara 

Junnar- 

deo 

Chhindwara 

' 

T otal i 




September, 


Prescription 
of land 


Forest 



Area in 
hectares 

Rema¬ 

rks 

70.071 

I 

Part 

30.051 

Part 

60.182 

Part 

23.175 

Part 


Total area : 183.479 hectares (approximately) 
Or 45338 acres (approximately) 


Boundary description 


A-B 

B-C 

C-D 

D-A 


Line starts from point ‘A’ and passes through village Karanjpani Dhundi and 
meets at point ‘B\ 

Line passes through village Karanjpani Dhundi* and meets at point *C\ 

Line passes through village Karanjpani Dhundi and meets at point ‘D\ 

Line passes through village Karanjpani Dhundi and meets at starting point ’A’. 


[No. 43015/10/2005-PRIW-I] 
M. SHAHABUDEEN, Under Secy. 


1458GI/06—18 
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SOT 3ftT \Nhmk WMH 

^ 28 ■3T^r, 2006 

■^T. 3TT. 2072.—3?|^p|«+ faK StfafWT, 1947 (1947 
14) 17 %^k<+k fwir3fa>% 

Trit*tcnt% - *TO Pi4lvr|c#^!f 4)4'cbi{f 3Fp*r3 

dfiyffilcfV *K°hK 3HlfejlPl<=h 3lft(eh<«l/?nT 

% -T^ie (wl wm 40/2005) 

’tU c bK 27-4-2006 ^ Juki t[3TT ®tn 

[^.■^-12011/175/2004-3^3^(^-11)] 
#. WOW, 3T^T ^ 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 28th April, 2006 

S.O. 2072.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 40/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-ciim-Labour 
Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Vijaya Bank and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-04-2006. 

[No. L-12011/175/2004-IR (B-II)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT INDUSTRIAL 
TR1B UNAL-CTJMLABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Thursday, the 19th January, 2006 

PRESENT: 

K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 40/2005 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 
between the Management of Vijaya Bank and their 
workmen}. 

BETWEEN: 

The Deputy General Secretary; : I Party/Claimant 
Vijaya Bank Workers ’ Organisation 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager, : II Party/Manage- 
Vijaya Bank. Chennai. ment. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Claimant : Mr. S. D. Srinivasan, 
Authorised ' 
Representative 

For the Management : Mr. M. Dinesan, 
Authorised 
Representative 


AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry' of Labour vide 
order No. L-12011/175/2004-IR (B-II) dated 21-04-2005 has 
referred this industrial dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. The Schedule mentioned in that order is: 

“Whether the action of the management of Vijaya 
Bank in imposing the punishment of ‘removal from 
the services of the Bank with superannuation 
benefits’ on Sri S. Sundarapandian, Subordinate Staff 
of Tiruppur branch is legal and justified ? If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled to ?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I. D. No. 40/2005 and notices were issued to both the 
parties and both the parties entered appearance through 
their authorised representatives and filed their Claim 
Statement and Counter Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner Union in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner union espouses the cause of Sri S. 
Sundarapandian who was working as a permanent 
subordinate staff at Tiruppur branch of the Respondent/ 
Bank He joined the service on 23-11 -93 and was confirmed 
on 23-5-94. On 9-8-2002 the Disciplinary Authority issued 
an order of suspension for certain alleged charges like 
committing forgery of cheque and misappropriating an 
amount of Rs. 5,000. The charge sheet was issued on 
15-10-2002. Though the concerned employee denied the 
charges the Respondent/Bank ordered for domestic 
enquiry. The Enquiry Officer has given a finding that the 
charge framed against the concerned employee was proved 
and further Disciplinary Authority through his order dated 
21 -4-2003 imposed the punishment of removal from service 
of the bank with superannuation benefits. Even though 
the concerned employee has asked for personal hearing, 
the Disciplinary Authority through his order dated 
13-5-2003 imposed the punishment. Even the appeal filed 
by the concerned employee has been rejected and 
therefore, the Petitioner union has raised a dispute before 
the labour authorities and on failure of the conciliation, the 
matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. The 
said order of suspension and also the punishment imposed 
was got in conformity with the terms and provisions as 
contained in memorandum of settlement dated 10-4-02. 
Further, the Change of Disciplinary Authority wasneither 
informed nor communicated to concerned workman by the 
Respondent/Bank. The charge memo dated 15-10-2002 was 
issued under old provisions of Bipartite Settlement which 
ceased to exist. Even though the Disciplinary Authority 
by an order dated 5-12-2002 stating that the old charge 
memo be treated as part of provisions of new settlement 
dated 10-4-2002 such action on the part of Disciplinary 
Authority will not cure the defects. Therefore, the charge 
sheet itself has become void ab initio as the same does not 
conform to the grounds of provisions of Memorandum of 
Settlement dated 10-4-02. The investigation officer’s finding 
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was not given to delinquent employee at the time of enquiry 
proceedings which caused serious prejudice in defending 
the case. Therefore, it amounts to denial of fair and 
reasonable opportunity to defend the case. The punishment 
imposed cannot be sustained and must be quashed. 
Though it is alleged that the complaint letter said to have 
been given by the S. B. customer Sri V. Murugasamy, no 
such person was examined by the Respondent/Bank during 
the course of enquiry proceedings and no claim was made 
to the Respondent/Bank with regard to the alleged amount 
ofRs. 5,000 Therefore, non-examination of complainant as 
witness and with no loss suffered by the Respondent/ 
Bank has resulted in the charges framed by Respondent/ 
Bank as invalid. Further the admission letter alleged to 
have been given by the concerned employee was denied 
by the concerned employee and in such circumstances the 
Enquiry Officer has relied on the documents without any 
proof. Thus, the enquiry findings suffered from prejudice 
and predetermined findings of the Enquiry Officer are based 
on assumption and presumption and will not stand scrutiny 
and therefore, the punishment imposed by the Disciplinary 
Authority based on the findings is not valid. The most 
important aspect of a cheque is the signature. While the 
witness'put forth by the Respondent/Management had 
deposed that the handwriting on the withdrawal slip was 
not that of the workman concerned or not similar to the 
signature of concerned workman, the Enquiry Officer has 
given a finding that the forgery charge framed against the 
Petitioner has been proved is without any substance. The 
Disciplinary Authority without giving personal hearing has 
passed an order of punishment, which is in violation of 
provisions of settlement. Merely on surmises, conjectures 
and opinions of different witnesses who are not 
handwriting experts, the case has been decided against 
the concerned workman. Hence, it is not valid. Even the 
Appellate Authority has not given personal hearing in 
terms of Clause 14 of Memorandum of Settlement dated 
10-4-2002. Since the Appellate Authority is the same 
authority who suspended the workman in the capacity of 
Disciplinary Authority, there is a clear case of violation of 
principles of natural justice as he was assumed and usurped 
the power of judge in his own cause. Hence, for all these 
reasons, the Petitioner union prays that an award may be 
passed to reinstate the concerned workman with all 
attendant benefits including back wages. 

4 As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that Sri Sundarapandian, the 
concerned workman while working as peon at Timppur 
branch was placed under suspension.for fraudulently 
withdrawing a sum of Rs. 5,000 from the S. B. account 
No. 1843 of Sri B. Murugasamy, acustomerofthebranchby 
forging his signature on the withdrawal slip on 2-3-2002, 
thereby committed an act of gross misconduct. So, charge 
sheet was issued to him on 15-10-2002, Since the provision 
of Bipartite Settlement 1966 has been superseded by the 


provisions of Memorandum of Settlement dated 10-4-2002, 
the workman was advised by letter dated 5-12-2002 to treat 
the disciplinary proceedings initiated against him as under 
sub-clause (j) of Clause 5 of Memorandum of Settlement 
On disciplinary action procedure for workmen dated 
10-4-2002. Since die concerned employ ee tailed to submit his 
statement of defence till 19-11-2002, the Respondent/ 
Management has ordered for domestic enquiry. During the 
course of enquiry, the workmen pleaded guilty and admitted 
the charges voluntarily and unconditionally and requested 
to consider his case under clause 12(e) of Memorandum of 
Settlement on Disciplinary Action Procedure for Workmen, 
but the Disciplinary Authority was not inclined to accept 
the voluntary admission made by workman and ordered to 
proceed with enquiry and the enquiry was conducted after 
following the procedures. After giving an opportunity to 
the concerned employee and after analysing the evidence 
both oral and documentary, the Enquiry Officer has come 
to the conclusion that the charge framed against the 
concerned employee was proved. The conclusion so 
arrived at by the Enquiry Officer is such that any prudent 
man having regard to evidence on record would come to 
the same conclusion and the Disciplinary Authority after 
careful consideration has proposed the punishment of 
removal from service of the bank with superannuation 
benefits and after considering the representation made by 
the concerned employee, the Disciplinary Authority in his 
final order dated 13-5-2003 rightly declined to grant personal 
hearing to the concerned workman and confirmed the 
proposed punishment. Even the appeal preferred by the 
concerned employee was rightly rejected by the Appellate 
Authority by his order dated 28-8-2003. Therefore, the 
punishment imposed on the concerned workman is 
commensurate with the gravity of the misconduct 
committed by the concerned employee. Though the 
Petitioner alleged that the concerned employee has sought 
for some of the documents, which was not provided to 
him, no prejudice was caused to concerned workman as all 
relevant documents required by workman to put forth his 
defence, were made available to him during the enquiry. 
The concerned workman was afforded all fair and 
reasonable opportunity to put forth his defence at every 
stage of disciplinary proceedings and he availed all those 
opportunities. Hence, no prejudice is caused to workman 
by not considering his request for personal hearing. Further, 
there is no violation of any provisions of Memorandum of 
Settlement on disciplinary action procedure for workmen 
as alleged by the Petitioner. The Petitioner has raised 
technical issues which will not alter.or absolve the proven 
acts of misconduct committed by concerned employee apd 
will not vitiate the disciplinary proceedings initiated against 
him. The subsistence allowance was giyen to concerned 
employee as per provisions contained inpara 557 of Sastry 
Award as amended by Settlement dated 8-9-83. Since the 
findings of investigation officer was not marked as exhibit 
and not relied upon, non-production of findings of 
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investigation officer does not cause any prejudice to him 
as alleged by the Petitioner. There was sufficient evidence 
both oral and documentary well ahead of standard of proof 
required in departmental enquiries and therefore, it is false 
to allege that Enquiry Officer has come to the conclusion 
on surmises, presumption and assumption. It is false to 
allege that letter dated 5-6-2002 wherein the concerned 
employee has admitted his misconduct was forcibly 
obtained through coercion. The overwhelming oral and 
documentary evidence and circumstantial evidence 
adduced during enquiry has proved the guilt of workman. 
Though the concerned employee alleged that with regard 
to lapses/irregularities committed by the other officials, it 
will not in any way dilute or alter the nature of charges 
proved against the concerned workman. The Disciplinary 
Authority and Appellate Authority have considered the 
representation made by the concerned employee and 
passed the order on merits. There is no violation of natural 
justice as contended by the Petitioner Union with regard 
to issue of charge sheet and also order passed by the 
Disciplinary Authority. The acts of misconduct proved 
against the concerned employee involves fraud, forgery 
and misappropriation which have been independently 
established on the basis of evidence, oral and documentary 
adduced during the enquiry. Apart from this, the workman 
has voluntarily and unconditionally admitted the charges 
in enquiry proceedings on 3-1-2003 by a letter addressed 
to Disciplinary Authority. Hence, the Respondent/Bank 
which is a financial institution dealing with public funds, 
cannot afford to keep in service an employee with proven 
lack of integrity. Hence, the findings and also the 
punishment imposed by the Enquiry Officer and 
Disciplinary Authority is well within their power and it 
cannot be questioned before this Tribunal. Hence, none of 
the grounds put forth by the Petitioner union merits 
consideration and therefore, the concerned employee is 
not entitled to any relief as prayed for. Hence, the 
Respondent prays to dismiss the claim With costs. 

5. As against this, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder 
wherein he alleged that the concerned employee requested 
the Disciplinary Authority to furnish certain documents 
with a view to offer his detailed explanation constituting 
the statement of defence. However, it was denied to him. 
The relevancy and reliance of documents from the point of 
prosecution alone would not justify the action of 
Respondent in denying the documents requested for. It is 
well established legal ground that any change in 
disciplinary procedure ought to have been informed to 
concerned workman and in the absence of the same, the 
subsequent orders issued by Disciplinary Authority 
becomes null and void. The non-production of report of 
investigation officer definitely 1ms caused prejudice to 
concerned employee. Further, the Presenting Officer took 
up the position that investigation report was a privileged 
document which was also accepted by the Enquiry Officer. 


Further, it was not stated how the investigation report was 
considered by the Respondent/Bank as privileged 
document. It is the fact that the Respondent/Bank had 
admitted that there was no financial loss caused and the 
customer Mr. Murugasamy also has not made any claim to 
the loss of Rs. 5,000 suffered by him and the same has also 
been accepted by the Respondent/Bank. Therefore, the 
complaint letter said to have been given by the S. B. account 
customer Mr. Murugasamy and the alleged withdrawal by 
the concerned workman will not stand scrutiny. However, 
when no such person was examined by the Respondent/ 
Bank during the course of enquiry proceedings, no claim 
was made with regard to the alleged withdrawal, then the 
charge will not stand before the domestic enquiry. Further, 
the Respondent/Bank alleged that only after the customer’s 
complaint everything else flew out of the same. Therefore, 
in the absence of examiration of the customer, the 
suspension, charge sheet arid also further proceedings 
have become null and void. Ar. the maker was not examined 
and there was no claim fro; the customer, the charge 
against the concerned worknu n fails. When the concerned 
employee alleged that the so called admission letter was 
made by him only through consistently putting up the 
issue and through intimidation and coercion by the officers, 
there is no truth in coming to the conclusion that it was 
made voluntarily. Further, when the concerned employee 
had denied the charges levelled against him in the opening 
stage, it is quite strange as to how the so called admission 
letter was taken into cognizance. Further, the witnesses 
deposed that the signature of the customer on the face of 
the cheque with that of the specimen card available at 
Tiruppur branch of the Respondent/Bank differs. It is not 
established how the officer has passed the instrument fbr 
payment. Hence, Enquiry findings suffered from 
predetermined notions of Enquiry Officer. Further, even 
when the concerned employee requested the Disciplinary 
Authority in terms of para 12(a) of Memorandum of 
Settlement dated 10-4*2002 to accord personal hearing, the 
same was denied. Hence, the punishment imposed by the 
Disciplinary Authority is in violation of four golden rules 
of departmental proceedings namely legality, procedural 
propriety, rationality and proportionality which clearly 
resulted in serious miscarriage of justice. Hence, for all 
these reasons, the Petitioner union prays an award may be 
passed in favour of the concerned employee. 

6. In such circumstances, the points for my 
determination are:— 

(i) “Whether the action of the management in 
imposing the punishment of removal from 
service with superannuation benefits against the 
concerned employee Sri S. Sundarapandian is 
legal and justified ? 

(ii) To what relief the concerned employee is 
entitled ? 
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7. The case of the Petitioner is that the concerned 
employee Sri S. Sundarapandian, while he was serving as 
subordinate stafF at Tiruppur branch of the Respondent/ 
Bank, he was imposed with the punishment of removal 
from service of the bank with superannuation benefits for 
an alleged misconduct in the domestic enquiry conducted 
by the Respondent/Bank and the Petitioner further alleged 
that the findings of the Enquiry Officer is perverse and his 
findings are based on surmises, conjectures and also 
opinions alleged to have been given fay the witnesses and 
therefore, the findings are illegal and neathor the DisCipImaiy 
Authority nor the Appellate Authority have applied their 
mind before im posing t h e major pu nishment and therefore, 
it is vitiated. 

8. As against this the Respondent contended that 
the concerned employee Sri S. Sundarapandian while he 
was working as Peon at Tiruppur branch efithe Respondent/ 
Bank one Sri V Murugaswamy a customer of'Hruppur 
branch maintaining S. B. Account No. 1843 came to the 
branch and has given a complaint that Rs. 5,000has been 
withdrawn from.his account without his knowledge and 
authority and he made a written complaint to the Branch 
Manager and on verification of records it was revealed 
that the concerned employee has withdrawn sum of 
Rs. 5,000 from the S. B. AccountNo. 1843 on 2-3-2002by 
filling up loose cheque leaf and forging the signature of 
the account holder. For this, the concerned employee was 
suspended and subsequently, the charge sheet was issued 
and in domestic enquiry, the Enquiry Officer has held that 
forgery charge framed against the concerned employee 
was proved and considering the foots the Disciplinary 
Authority imposed the punishment of removal from service 
of the bank with superannuation benefits and it was also 
upheld by the Appellate Authority. 

9. The Petitioner has attacked the findings of the 
Enquiry Officer on several grounds. It was contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that the change of placement of 
Disciplinary Authority was neither informed nor 
communicated to him by the Respondent/Bank. But, on 
behalf of the Respondent, it is contended that as per the 
Memorandum of Settlement dated 10-4-2002, wherein it is 
specifically mentioned that tire authority shall be nominated 
by designation and the Chairman and Managing Director 
of the Respondent/Bank nominated by Deputy General 
Manager, Personnel Department as the Disciplinary 
Authority for initiating disciplinary action in respect of the 
award staff and officers upto MMG Scale III and issued 
special circular No. 8/2001 and therefore, there is no merit 
in the contention of the Petitioner that change of 
Disciplinary Authority was not informed. I find much force 
in the contention of the representative for the Respondent. 
Then on behalf of the Petitioner it is alleged that the charge 
memo issued to the workman is not in conformity with the 
terms and provisions as contained in Memorandum of 


Settlement dated 10-4-2002. Further, it is alleged that the 
charge memo issued under sub-clause (j) of Clause 19.5 of 
Chapter XIX of Bipartite Settlement, 1966, but it was 
superseded by Memorandum of Settlement dated 
10-4-2002 and therefore, it is not in conformity with the 
terms and conditions contained in the said memo. But, 
here again, on behalf of the Respondent it is contended 
that no doubt, the Bipartite Settlement, 1966 was 
superseded by Memorandum of Settlement dated 10-4-2002, 
but by a letter dated 5-12-2002 the Disciplinary Authority 
has informed the concerned employee that an amendment 
was carried out in the original charge sheet and it should 
be read as disciplinary proceedings initiated against Mm 
under sub-clause Q) of Clause 19.5 of Chapter XIX of 
Bipartite Settlement, 1966 has to be treated as disciplinary 
proceeding initiated against him undersub-dause (j) of 
Clause 5 ©^Memorandum of Settlement on disciplinary 
action procedure on workman dated 10-4-2002. Therefore, 
the amendment made was communicated to the Petitioner 
almost one month prior to the enquiry and no prejudice 
has been caused to the Petitioner and therefore tty this 
argument, it cannot be said that the charge memo seiu to 
workman is not in conformity with the terms and provisions 
as contained in Memorandum of Settlement dated 
10-4-2002. Here again, I find much force in the contention 
of the representative for the Respondent. 

10. The next contention of the. Petitioner union is 
that payment of subsistence allowance is not in accordance 
with the provisions contained in Memorandum of 
Settlement dated 10-4-2002. But on behalf of the 
Respondent, it is contended that this contention was not 
raised before the conciliation proceedings. Anyhow, the 
Memorandum of Settlement dated 10-4-2002 does not 
contain anything about payment of subsistence allowance. 
Further, the Court has not dealt with deduction of loan 
instalments made from subsistence allowance. Anyhow, 
the Petitioner has not produced any document to show 
that the subsistence allowance given to him was not in 
accordance with provisions contained in Memorandum of 
Settlement and therefore, there is no substance in the 
contention of the Petitioner. Here again, I find some force 
in this contention because it was not argued how the 
subsistence allowance given by the Respondent/Bank was 
not in accordance with the provisions contained in 
Memorandum of Settlement dated 10-4-2002. Therefore, I 
find there is no point inthe contention of the Petitioner. 

11. Again, on behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended 
that in this case, it is alleged that preliminary enquiry was 
conducted and only after that the Petitioner was suspended 
and subsequent disciplinary proceedings were taken 
against him. But, copy of investigation report was not given 
to the concerned employee which has caused prejudice in 
defending tire case. It is further contended that no doubt, 
it is contended on behalf of the Respondent that 
investigation report was not relied uponby the Respondent 
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to frame the charge agaihst the concerned employee and in 
the enquiry also it is not the evidence of any one of the 
witnesses that only on the basis of investigation report, 
they have come to the conclusion that misconduct was 
committed by the concerned employee. But, it is clearly 
established before this Tribunal that only on the 
investigation report, the Respondent/Management has 
suspended the workman from service and served charge 
sheet, but they have not produced the same during the 
enquiry and the Presenting Officer has stated that this 
report was a privileged document and need not be asked to 
produce the same before enquiry and this contention of 
the Presenting Officer was accepted by the Enquiry Officer. 
But, on the other hand, it was not stated how this 
investigation report was treated as privileged document 
by the Respondent/Bank. The Enquiry Officer has also not 
given any reason for the non-production of this document. 
Hence, the denial of access to the investigation report 
amounts to deliberate denial of reasonable opportunity. 

12. Though the Respondent/Bank contended that 
this document is not relevant for the purpose of domestic 
enquiry, it is not for the Respondent/Bank to rely upon 
particular documents to be supplied to workman or not. 
Relevancy of particular document requested for cannot be 
determined from the angle of prosecutionbut from the angle 
of defence. In this case, though the concerned employee 
has given a representation that this investigation report is 
to be given to him, it was not given and they have refused 
to give this document on the ground that it was a privileged 
document. Therefore, no reasonable opportunity was given 
to the concerned employee. It is further contended that 
reasonable opportunity would mean that when the 
concerned workman requested for documents that are 
relevant and available in the possession and custody of 
the employer, such documents have to be necessarily 
supplied to workman. In this case, investigation was 
conducted into whole episode and based on which only 
the concerned workman was suspended and proceeded 
further, hence the denial of report of investigation amounts 
to denial of reasonable opportunity to defend the case. 

13. But, as against this, it is contended on behalf of 
the Respondent that charge sheet dated 15-11-2002 issued 
to the Petitioner was based on the information provided by 
the Branch Manager and not based on investigation report. 
No doubt, the concerned employee in his reply dated 
15-11-2002 has made a request to provide him certain 
documents including investigation report. Some of the 
documents were not provided since the defence that can 
be taken by the Petitioner is only a denial for which 
documents will not be required. Further, he has not given 
any reason or relevancy of documents required by him. 
Under such circumstances, the concerned employee cannot 
dispute the domestic enquiry on this ground. But, I find 
there is no point in the contention of the representative for 
the Respondent because, the relevancy of the document 


cannot be looked into at the time of giving a copy of the 
document. In this case, though the Respondent considered 
that this investigation report is not relevant for the purpose 
of conducting domestic enquiry, since the whole episode 
has arisen only out of investigation report, I find there is 
some substance in the contention of the Petitioner. 

14. The next contention of the Petitioner is that the 
Respondent/Management has failed to prove the charges 
beyond reasonable doubt and the Enquiry Officer has given 
a perverse finding and based his findings only on the 
opinion given by the witnesses and his findings were based 
on surmises, conjectures and opinions and therefore, his 
finding is perverse. For this, it is contended on behalf of 
the Petitioner that only on 31-1-2003 the Enquiry Officer 
asked the concerned workman whether he pleads guilty of 
the charges for which the concerned employee answered 
in negative. Though the management has produced 
documents including complaint given by Mr. Murugasamy, 
the said complaint was taken behind the back of concerned 
employee. When the management relied on this document, 
they have to examine the maker of the document namely 
Mr. Murugaswamy. Unless, the said complainant 
Mr. Murugaswamy is not examined, the statement given 
by him behind the back of Petitioner cannot be relied upon 
and this was well established by ruling in 1999IILLN 74 
Kuldip Singh Vs. Commissioner of Police 1999 2 LLN 74 
and therefore, the complaint by the said customer 
Sri Murugasamy loses its validity, as the said person even 
though named as one of the witnesses was not produced 
as witness in the enquiry. Further, it is contended that no 
doubt this complaint was produced before the Tribunal 
and the Manager, who was examined as a third witness in 
the domestic enquiry has stated that it was given to him by 
the said customer Mr. Murugasamy and since the said 
customer has accused the Petitioner has allegedly forged 
the loose cheque and withdrawn Rs. 5,000 without 
e xamining him to prove how he has come to this conclusion, 
it cannot be relied upon by the Enquiry Officer nor relevance 
can be placed over this document. Further, it is contended 
that it is established before the domestic enquiry that till 
this date the alleged customer has not made any claim with 
regard to this amount with the Respondent/Bank and 
therefore, on the one hand, the customer/complainant was 
not examined in enquiry proceedings, even though he was 
named as one of the witnesses and on the other hand, the 
customer has not made any claim from the Respondent/ 
Bank, for the alleged withdrawal of the amount, thus, it 
gives a clear indication that the entire case was foisted on 
the workman on false grounds and therefore, this Tribunal 
can interfere with at this stage and can hold that findings 
of the Enquiry Officer is perverse 

15. But, as against this, the Respondent contended 
that the charge i$ based on the pending letter given by 
Mr. Murugasamy, customer of the Respondent/Bank and 
based on the information provided by Branch Manager, 
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Mr. Murugaswamy was cited as witness by the 
Respondent/management and the bank has taken all steps 
to examine him, however, he was not turned up for enquiry 
for the reasons best known to him. Further, the non- 
examination of this complainant should not be a ground 
for setting aside the domestic enquiry. Even the Supreme 
Court in a case reported in 1977 2 LLN 50 State ofHaryana 
Vs. Rattan Singh and in 1974 I LLJ 282 East Indian Hotel 
Vs. Its workmen and others, wherein it is held that “it is 
not necessary that the complainant should have been 
given evidence and his absence may be due to the fact 
that it was for the employer to take action on his complaint 
to protect their prestige and reputation which was mainly 
their affair. ” Therefore, non-examination of Mr. 
Murugaswamy would in no way affect the punishment 
imposed on the Petitioner for a major misconduct. Though, 
I find some force in the contention of the representative for 
the Respondent, in this case, the said Mr. Murugaswamy, 
customer of the Respondent/Bank has not only given 
complaint but in the complaint he has accused the 
concerned employee namely Sri S. Sundarapandian has 
forged his signature and withdrawn a sum ofRs. 5,000 from 
his account. Therefore, the said complainant should be 
examined to say how he has come to the conclusion that 
the concerned employee has forged his signature. In this 
case, there is no direct evidence to show that the concerned 
employee has forged the signature in the loose cheque. No 
doubt, MW3 [in domestic enquiry] has stated that he was 
familiar with the handwriting of staff in the branch, no 
doubt, he has stated that the from the stroke of handwriting 
he can identify the signature of person, and only because 
of his evidence, it cannot be said that it is proved that the 
concerned employee has forged the signature of the 
customer in loose cheque of Mr. Murugaswamy. Under 
such circumstances,. I find the non-examination of 
Mr. Murugaswamy is a plus point on the side of the 
Petitioner. No doubt, the representative for the Respondent 
contended that standard of proof required in a domestic 
enquiry is mere preponderance of probability and not proof 
beyond any reasonable doubt and the Respondent has 
produced witnesses to show that it is only the concerned 
employ ee who has made his handwriting in loose cheque 
and under such circumstances, the Respondent has 
established the charge framed against the concerned 
employee. But, I find, as I have already stated that since 
tire customer Mr. Murugaswamy has specifically charged 
that concerned employee has forged his signature, it should 
be established as to how he has come to the conclusion, 
otherwise, as contended on behalf of the Petitioner that it 
is only on the instigation of die officials of Tiruppur branch 
of the Respondent/Bank, the said complaint was made by 
the customer namely Mr. Murugaswamy is to be accepted. 
Therefore, I find much force in the contention of the 
•Petitioner. 

16. Then again, on behalf of the Petitioner, it is 
contended that even at the time of enquiry, the alleged 


admission letter dated 5-6-2002 was given by the concerned 
employee under coercion and intimidation. Under such 
circumstances, it is the Respondent/Management should 
establish before the domestic enquiry that the letter alleged 
to have been executed by the Concerned employee on 
5-6-2002 was obtained voluntarily and the Petitioner has 
admitted the guilt voluntarily. But, on the other hand, no 
steps have been taken to establish that the letter dated 
5-6-2002 was given by the concerned employee voluntarily. 
No doubt, MW3 [in domestic enquiry] has stated that this 
letter was given voluntarily by the concerned employee, 
but it was not established by the Respondent/Management 
that it was given voluntarily. On the other hand, even in 
the objection, the concerned employee has stated that this 
letter was given by him only on the ground that the 
Manager has promised to settle tire issues within the branch 
itself and therefore, he is denying the charge framed against 
him. Under such circumstances, the Enquiry Officer based 
on this letter has come to the conclusion that admission 
was made by the concerned employee as a voluntary one, 
which is without any substance. It is further contended 
that perverseness of Enquiry Officer will clearly establish 
from his report when he has not only relied on this alleged 
admission letter, which was marked in the enquiry, but also 
relied on the letter said to have been executed by the 
Petitioner before the enquiry, which was addressed to the 
Disciplinary Authority, which was marked before the 
enquiry. It is further argued that the Enquiry Officer who 
was examined as MWl before this Tribunal has stated that 
letter dated 3-1-2003 which was alleged to have been 
addressed to Disciplinary Authority was not marked as 
exhibit in the proceedings conducted on 31-1-2003 and 
therefore, the Enquiry Officer who has relied on the alleged 
letter dated 3-1-2003 which are extraneous to the domestic 
enquiry, enquiry proceedings and not connected to the 
enquiry, which establishes that the findings of the Enquiry 
Officer is perverse. 

17. As against this, on behalf of the Respondent it is 
contended that no doubt the concerned employee has given 
a representation dated 13-12-2003 before the conciliation 
officer that the Branch Manager used his official position 
and coerced the concerned employee in obtaining written 
statement dated 5-6-2002, no suggestive question was put 
to him during cross examination and hence, the contention 
of the concerned employee that it was obtained by coercion 
and influence is only an afterthought and it should be 
discarded. During the enquiry held on 31-1-2003 the 
concerned employee namely Sri Sundarapandian pleaded 
guilty of charges contained in the charge sheet dated 
15-10-2002 and also submitted letter addressed to 
Disciplinary Authority admitting the charges under clause 
12(3 ) of Memorandum of Settlement dated 10-4-2002. But, 
the Disciplinary Authority has not accepted Bis admission 
and only because of that the enquiry was conducted. No 
doubt, the Enquiry Officer has mentioned this admission 





4586 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 27,2006/JYA1STHA 6, 1928 [Part II— Sec, 3(ii)j 


letter dated 31-1 -2003, but the Enquiry Officer has not only 
relied on this admission but also the admission made by 
him on 3-1-2003 and therefore, it cannot be said that the 
findings of the Enquiry Officer is perverse. Though, I find 
some force in the contention of the Respondent, since the 
Enquiry Officer has based his findings on the letter dated 
3-1-2003 which was not marked in the enquiry, nor produced 
before the enquiry, I find the findings of the Enquiry Officer 
is predetermined finding and he has not independently 
considered the matter in question. 

18. Then again, it was argued on behalf of the 
Petitioner that no doubt, the management has examined 
three witnesses in the domestic enquiry and the first 
witness has not given any evidence with regard to the 
allegation except that he has worked as a token clerk during 
that period and he has not given the token No. 12 on that 
day. The second witness who was the officer in-charge on 
that day, who had approved the cheque given at the first 
instance, that he has passed the cheque after verifying the 
signature in the record subsequently, turned back and said 
that he has not verified the cheque, clearly establishes that 
he has given a false evidence before domestic enquiry. 
Under such circumstances, the Enquiry Officer has to reject 
the evidence given by the officer in-charge, on the other 
hand, he has taken the evidence given by this witness at 
the second time that he has not verified the signature found 
in loose cheque with the specimen signature card on the 
records of the bank due to pressure of work on that day 
and had come to the conclusion that charge framed against 
the concerned employee has been proved. Thus, it clearly 
establishes the one sided approach of the Enquiry Officer. 
It is also contended on behalf of the Petitioner that in this 
case, no doubt, witnesses have stated that handwriting in 
the alleged loose cheque resembles the handwriting of 
concerned employee, but no witness has stated that the 
signature in loose cheque was forged and they did not 
speak anything about the signature on the alleged 
instrument which was used to withdraw the alleged sum of 
Rs. 5,000 Thus, only on the evidence given by the so 
called officials of the Respondent/Bank and only on the 
complaint which was not established in the domestic 
enquiry, the Enquiry Officer has come to the conclusion 
that charge framed against the concerned employee was 
proved Therefore, all these circumstances clearly establish 
that the Enquiry Officer relied on the extraneous matters to 
hold that the concerned employee was guilty of charges 
and therefore, the findings of the Enquiry Officer is one 
sided and perverse. 

49. On the other hand, on behalf ofthe Respondent, 
it is contended that preliminary investigation was done by 
the Branch Manager and by the Assistant Manager, in 
which it was revealed that the said misconduct was 
committed by Mr. Sundarapandian and thereafter the 
complainant namely Mr. Murugaswamy has given a letter 
stating that Sri Sundarapandian has withdrawn the amount 


from the said S. B. Account. No doubt, during the cross- 
examination the Assistant Manager has deposed that 
preliminary investigation was done after making the oral 
complaint but before making the written complaint and she 
has stated that the customer Mr. Murugaswamy informed 
that Sri Sundarapandian has withdrawn the amount. She 
further deposed that the style of handwriting and flow of 
handwriting in the cheque used for withdrawal of the 
amount revealed that it was only the concerned employee 
who has withdrawn the amount. In these circumstances, 
retying on the evidence of Assistant Manager, the Enquiry 
Officer has held that it is only the concerned employee 
who has forged the signature in the loose cheque and 
withdrawn the amount It is further contended on behalf of 
the Respondent that Branch Manager has identified the 
records which are corroborated with the evidence of 
Assistant Manager and he has further stated that admission 
letter was given by the Petitioner voluntarily and it is also 
his evidence that he can identify the signature, initial and 
handwriting of all staff members working in the branch and 
the handwriting contained in the loose cheque is that of 
the concerned employee. It is the further evidence that 
after going through the documents and ascertaining the 
similarity in the handwriting, he has come to the conclusion 
that the amount was withdrawn by the concerned 
employee. This evidence given by the Manager has not 
been contradicted or disproved by the concerned employee. 
Under such circumstances, the findings of the Enquiry 
Officer is proper and he has come to the right conclusion 
that the charge framed against the concerned employee 
has been proved. 

20. But, though I find some force in the contention of 
the representative for the Respondent, since the Enquiry 
Officer has come to the conclusion basing on the document 
which was not marked and also basing on the evidence, 
which cannot be relied upon in the domestic enquiry, I find 
the contention of the Petitioner that the findings given by 
the Enquiry Officer is perverse is well founded. 

21. Then again, it is argued on behalf of the Petitioner 
that for the 2nd show cause notice the concerned employee 
has requested for personal hearing in terms of para 12(a) of 
Memorandum of Settlement dated 10-4-2002, Further, the 
Disciplinary' Authority without giving any credence to any 
of the contentions of the concerned employee and without 
giving any opportunity for a personal hearing has come to 
the conclusion that the proposed punishment is to be 
awarded to the concerned employee. No doubt, he has 
mentioned reason for hisrefusal to grant personal hearing. 
But, on the other hand, in a case like this, in the rulings 
reported in 19851LLJ 297 the Karnataka High Court has 
held that “hearing cannot be condensed or limi ted to mere 
opportunity to file objections or representations and when 
the rules governing the conducting of enquiry spedfically 
provide that a hearing shall be given to the delinquent 
employee, he ought to be given a fair hearing and failure 


■ ■ ' *• K ■ , m, i 


• k .. t i 



[win— ^3(u)] 


: ^ 27, 2006M*cT 6, 1928 


4587 


to give such a hearing would vitiate the order of penalty. ” 
In this case, the Disciplinary Authority has not accorded 
personal hearing to the concerned employee even though 
it was mandatory and despite the specific request of the 
concerned employee and therefore, the punishment 
imposed on the concerned workman is not sustainable. It 
is further argued that even the Appellate Authority has 
also not given personal hearing as against the mandatory 
provisions. 

22. But, as against this, on behalf of the Respondent 
it is contended that provision contain in clause 12(a) reads 
as— “he shall be given a hearing as regards the nature of 
the proposedpunishment in case any charge is established 
against him. ’’ and if the contention of the concerned 
employee is accepted, then the Disciplinary Authority has 
to give hearing in all the disciplinary cases, which is not 
the intention of the parties to the settlement. Further, the 
judgement relied on by the Petitioner is reported in 1985 
I LLJ 297 is relating to a Branch Manager and it is not 
relevant for this case. The other case relied on by the 
Petitioner is not relevant for the purpose of this case. Further, 
the Disciplinary Authority has clearly stated in his order 
that for what reason, he has not given personal hearing to 
the concerned employee. Under such circumstances, on 
refusal to grant personal hearing, it cannot be said that the 
order passed by the Disciplinary. Authority is vitiated. But, 
here again, I find there is no point in the contention of the 
representative for the Respondent because when once he 
concerned employee has requested for personal hearing, it 
should be given to him, On the other hand, since the 
Disciplinary Authority has approached the case with 
prejudicial mind, he has refused to give such personal 
hearing to the concerned employee. Therefore, on this score 
also, I find the punishment imposed on the concerned 
workman is not sustainable. 

23. The next contention of the Petitioner is that 
Appellate Authority is the same authority who placed the 
concerned employee under suspension, therefore, there is 
violation of principles of natural justice. Bin, I find there is 
no point in the contention of the Petitioner because merely 
because a person who is responsible to take disciplinary 
action has suspended the concerned employee, it cannot 
be said that after a long lapse of time when he has been 
promoted and when he was acting as Appellate Authority 
he should not hear the appeal filed by the concerned 
employee. Therefore, 1 am not accepting this contention of 
the Petitioner. 

24. Lastly, for the representative for the Respondent 
contended that even in 2005 I LLJ 188 the Supreme Court 
while considering whether the punishment imposed by the 
Disciplinary Authority is just and proper, the Supreme Court 
relying on its earlier decision, held that “an employee of 
the bank is required to exercise high standards of honesty 
and integrity who deals with public money and therefore, 


he is required to take all possible steps to protect the 
interest of the bank and to discharge his duties with utmost 
integrity, honesty, devotion and diligence and to do 
noting which is unbecoming of the bank employee” and 
it cannot be said that there was no loss or profit resulted in 
the case when the concerned employee acted without any 
authority and contrary to rules. Similarly in this case, the 
concerned employee has with an intention to withdraw the 
money from the customer's account has forged the signature 
of the customer and thereby he has committed a grave 
offence and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that 
the charge framed against the concerned employee has 
not been proved and his prayer for reinstatement should 
not be allowed. 

25. Here again, I find there is no substance in the 
contention of the representative for the Respondent 
because the punishment imposed on the concerned 
employee was without any evidence and without any 
documentary proof therefore, I find the findings given by 
the Enquiry Officer is perverse and the punishment imposed 
by the Disciplinary Authority is not sustainable and 
therefore, I find this point against the Respondent/ 
Management. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be considered in this case is to 
what relief the Petitioner is entitled ? 

26. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
punishment imposed by the Rrspondent/Bank is not legal 
and justified, I find the concerned employee is entitled to 
the relief of reinstatement in service. With regard to the 
back wages, I find on behalf of the concerned employee 
ther e is no evidence to say that he was not in employment 
during that period. Under such circumstances, I find half 
of the back wages will be a justifiable one in the facts and 
circumstances of the case shown before this Tribunal. 
Therefore, I direct the Respondent/Bank to reinstate the 
concerned employee into service forthwith with all other 
attendant benefits. 

27. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the R A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 19th January, 2006.) 

K JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined; 

ForthelParty/Claimant : None 

For the Respondent/ 

Management : WWlSriVM. 

Shettigar 
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Documents Marked: 

For the I Party/Petitioner: 


Ex.Na 

Date 

Description 

Wl 

12-07-02 

Xerox copy of the letter from Vigilance 
Officer to concerned employee. 

W2 

12-07-02 

Xerox copy of the reply given by 
concerned employee. 

W3 

17-07-02 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
concerned employee to Vigilance 
Officer. 

W4 

094)8-02 

Xerox copy of the suspension order 
issued to concerned employee. 

W5 

15-10-02 

Xerox copy of the charge sheet issued 
to concerned employee. 

W6 

27-10-02 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
concerned employee seeking time to 
file reply to charge sheet. 

W7 

15-11-02 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
concerned employee. To Disciplinary 
Authority asking for documents. 

W8 

Ml 

Xerox copy of the enquiry 
proceedings. 

W9 

03-02-03 

Xerox copy of the submission of 
Presenting Officer. 

W10 

09-02-03 

Xerox copy of the submission of 
Defence Representative. 

WI1 

064)3-03 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Disciplinary Authority enclosing 
enquiry report to the Petitioner. 

WL2 

04-03-03 

Xerox copy of the enquiry findings. 

WI3 

24-03-03 

Xerox copy of the representation to 
Disciplinary Authority on enquiry 
findings. 

W14 

21-04-03 

Xerox copy of the 2nd show cause 
notice. 

W15 

29-04-03 

Xerox copy of the reply of concerned 
employee to 2nd show cause notice. 

W16 

13-05-03 

Xerox copy of the order of 
Disciplinary Authority. 

W17 

184)6-03 

Xerox copy of the appeal preferred 
by concerned employee. 

W18 

284)84)3 

Xerox copy of the order of Appellate 
Authority. 

W19 

104)44)2 

Xerox copy of the memorandum of 
settlement. 


For the H Party/Management: 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ml 

15-114)2 

Xerox copy of the reply to charge 
sheet given by concerned employee. 

M2 

19-114)2 

Xerox copy of the order appointing 
Presenting Officer to enquiry. 

M3 

19-114)2 

Xerox copy of the order appointing 
Enquiry Officer. 

M4 

15-124)2 

Xerox copy of the letter ofDisciplinary 
Authority to concerned employee. 

M5 

18-12-02 

Xerox copy of the order appointing 
Enquiry Officer. 

M6 

19-12-02 

Xerox copy of the notice of enquiry. 

M7 

074)1-03 

Xerox copy of the enquiry notice. 

M8 

Ml 

Xerox copy of the exhibitsproduced 
on behalf of Respondent/ 
Management during enquiry. 

M9 

034)2-03 

Xerox copy of the written brief of 
Presenting Officer. 

M10 

094)2-03 

Xerox copy of the written brief of 
defence representative. 

Mil 

17-03-03 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
concerned employee to Disciplinary 
Authority. 

M12 

19-03-03 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Disciplinary Authority to concerned 
employee. 

M13 

104)4-02 

Xerox copy of the memorandum of 
settlement. 

M14 

164)5-01 

Xerox copy of the special circular 
issued by Chairman of Respondent/ 
Bank. 

Ml 5 

034)1-03 

Xerox copy of the enquiry 
proceedings. 

M16 

03-014)3 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
concerned employee to Disciplinary 
Authority. 
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New Delhi, the 28th April, 2006 

S.O. 2073.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 41/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribtmal-cum-Labour 
Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Vijaya Bank and their 
workmen which was received by the Central Government 
on 27-04-2006 

[No. L-l2011/176/2004-IR(B-II)] 
G. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRTOUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 21st February, 2006 

PRESENT: 

K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 41/2005 

[In the matter of die dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrie Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of Vijaya Bank and their workmen] 

BETWEEN: 

The Deputy General Secretary, : I Party/Qahnam 

Vijaya Bank Workers ’ Organisation 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager, : II Partv/Manage- 

Vijaya Bank, RO, Chennai. ment. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Claimant : S/Sri R Vrjayakumar& 

S. D. Siinivasan, 

Authorised 

Representative 

For the Management : SriR Srinivas,, 

Authorised 

Representative 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
orderNo. L-1201 l/176/2004-IR(B-Il) dated 21-04-2005 ha* 
referred the dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. The 
Schedule mentioned dispute is as follows:— 

“Whether the action of the management of Vijaya 
Bank in imposing the punishment of stoppage of 
two increments permanently on Sri V. Paneerselvam, 
Clerk, Tondiarpet Branch is legal and justified ? If 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled V 


2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I.D. No. 41/2005 and notices wereissuedto both the 
parties and both the parties entered appearance through 
their authorised representatives and filed their Claim 
Statement and Counter Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner union espouses the cause of Sri V. 
Paneerselvam, clerk working in Tondiarpet branch of the 
Respondent/Bank. The concerned employee is also a 
Branch Secretary of the Petitioner union at Tondiarpet 
branch. While so, the chargesheet bearing No. PER: IRD: 
CHN: CS: 169:2003 dated 30-5-2003 framing three charges. 
But, the charges framed against the concerned employee 
were contrary to the facts but based on unfounded 
allegations due to the vexatious mind of the Branch Manager 
of the Tondiarpet branch. The authority that issued the 
impugned chargesheet and commenced disciplinary action 
by ordering domestic enquiry has not been duly authorised 
to take such action as the principal officer of the 
Respondent/Bank did not appoint the said authority as 
Disciplinary Authority and hence, the disciplinary action 
against the concerned employee is without any jurisdiction. 
Subsequent to that the Chairman by a special Circular dated 
30-06-2003 appointed the Deputy General Manager (Per) 
as Disciplinary Authority and gave an appointment with 
retrospective effect, it will not cure the serious nature of 
defect in initiation of disciplinary action against the 
concerned employee. During the enquiry, the documents 
requested for by the concerned employee to defend the 
case were denied. The Enquiry Officer has acted in a 
prejudicial manner and particularly he allowed himself to 
be influenced by the instruction, clarification and 
administrative consideration and directions of his superiors. 
After the Enquiry Officer’s report, the Disciplinary 
Authority without giving any reasons, through his order 
proposed the punishment of stoppage of two increments 
permanently, even though it was not one of enumerated 
punishments to be imposed for a gross misconduct. Further, 
the Disciplinary Authority went ahead to impose the 
punishment by way of final order dated 31-10-2003 by 
deliberately denying the opportunity of personal hearing 
to the concerned employee in utter disregard and in 
violation of principles of natural justice and also in violation 
of provisions of Bipartite Settlement. The Appellate 
Authority also without applying his mind as to the true 
facts and circumstances of the case, rejected the appeal. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank pre-detennined the whole issue 
against the concerned employee and decided to impose 
the punishment on the concerned employee irrespective 
of the outcome of enquiry proceedings. In this case, even 
though preliminary investigation was conducted and 
concerned employee had sought for documents, neither 
the findings of investigation report nor investigation 
official was produced in the enquiry for cross-examination 
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by the defence. Therefore, the order of punishment and 
stoppage of two increments permanently on the concerned 
employee is illegal, unjustified. The Respondent/Bank has 
failed to follow the principles of natural justice, the rules 
and procedure as laid down under Memorandum of 
Settlement dated 10-04-2002. Further, no reasonable 
opportunity was provided to the concerned employee and 
defence representative in rebutting the unfounded 
allegations framed against him. By denying personal 
hearingto delinquent employee, the Disciplinary Authority 
and Appellate Authority had committed serious breach of 
para 12(a) of Memorandum of Settlement dated 10-04-2002 
on disciplinary' matters. The final order of the Disciplinary 
Authority is not in conformity with the provisions of 
Clause (f) of Para 6 of Memorandum of Settlement. When 
the dispute was pending before conciliation office, the 
Respondent/Management went ahead in imposing the 
punishment. Further, without seeing the past records of 
the concerned employee, the Respondent/Bank has 
imposed the punishment which is against the provisions 
of Bipartite Settlement. Hence, the Petitioner Union prays 
to set aside the illegal and unlawful punishment imposed 
on the concerned employee and direct the Respondent/ 
Bank to restore inciements with retrospective effect with 
all other attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that Sri V. Paneerselvam, the 
concerned employee joined the services of Respondent/ 
Bank as sub-staff on 21-11-75 and subsequently, promoted 
as Clerk on 30-12-89 and from 5-6-99 he was working as 
Clerk at Tondiarpet branch of Respondent/Bank While so, 
the concerned employee came late to the branch on 
23-4-03 at 10.10 AM and without informing the Branch 
Manager or Assistant Branch Manager occupied his seat 
and started working in computer terminal. On noticing the 
same, the Branch Manager came out of the cabin and 
instructed the concerned employee to sign movement 
register for having come late to the branch for which the 
concerned employee refused to sign the movement register 
as instructed by the Branch Manager and started shouting 
at him in a loud voice iv the presence of staff members and 
customers using abusive language. Further, he signed the 
movement register by noting the time as 10.05 A.M. instead 
of 10.10 A.M. and therefore, charge sheet was issued to 
him. Since he denied the charges levelled against him, 
domestic enquiry was ordered and the Enquiry Officer was 
appointed and on completion of the enquiry, the Enquiry 
Officer submitted his report dated 30-08-2003, wherein he 
has held all the three charges as proved. The Disciplinary 
Authority after careful consideration of the records 
pertaining to this matter, the evidence on records and gravity 
of acts of misconduct committed by the concerned 
employee proposed to impose the punishment of stoppage 
of two increments permanently. After going through the 
submissions made by the concerned employee, he 
confirmed the proposed punishment by an order dated 


31-10-2003. Aggrieved by the said order, the concerned 
employee preferred an appeal and the Appellate Authority 
after carefully consideration dismissed the appeal by an 
order dated 31-12-2003. The enquiry was conducted in 
accordance with principles of natural justice and in 
compliance with the provisions of Bipartite Settlement 
applicable to concerned employee and the concerned 
employee was provided with fair and reasonable 
opportunity to present his case and to put forth his defence 
and the workman has availed all these opportunities. The 
conclusion arrived at by the Enquiry Officer are that any 
prudent person under similar facts and circumstances of 
the case and evidence would have arrived at the same 
conclusion. The punishment imposed on the workman also 
commensurate with the gravity of the acts of misconduct 
proved against him. Since the above acts constitute gross 
misconduct, as per prov sions of Memorandum of 
Settlement , the allegation that all of a sudden charge sheet 
was issued to him in disregard to the provisions of Bipartite 
Settlement is incorrect and denied. The allegation that 
authorities who issued charge sheet and commenced 
disciplinary action has not been duly authorised to do so 
is untenable and denied. However, the technical issues will 
not absolve or dilute the proven acts of misconduct 
committed by the concerned employee. It is false to allege 
that the documents required by the concerned employee 
were denied and he was not allowed to cross-examine the 
management witnesses. It is again false to allege that the 
findings are one sided and perverse. The punishment 
imposed in this case is in accordance with provisions of 
Memorandum of Settlement dated 10-04-2002. In the 
enquiry, sufficient opportunity was provided to the 
concerned employee to have his say on the proposed 
punishment As such, the Disciplinary Authority declined 
the request of concerned employee for personal hearing. 
However, no prejudice was caused to concerned employee - 
and there is no violation of principles of natural justice or 
precisions of Memorandum of Settlement dated 10-04-2002. 
The allegation that Appellate Authority has not applied - 
his mind is false. The punishment imposed on the concerned 
workman is proper and in order. There was sufficient 
documentary and oral evidence adduced during the enquiry 
which proves that concerned workman came late on 
23-4-2003 and refused to sign the movement register as 
instructed by the Branch Manager and shouted at the 
Branch Manager using abusive language in front of staff 
and customers of the branch. Since the list of witnesses 
was not produced by defence representative till the close 
of management evidence and since no proper identification 
was available to identify the witnesses produced by the 
concerned employee, it was refused by the Enquiry Officer. 
The order passed by the Disciplinary Authority is a 
speaking order and is in conformity with the provisions of 
Memorandum of Settlement and hence, no prejudice was 
caused to concerned employee by denial of personal 
hearing. Since the punishment is in conformity with the 
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provisions of settlement, there is no infirmity with the 
punishment imposed by Disciplinary Authority. By such 
acts, the concerned employee has defied even the 
elementary decency and decorum expected from an 
employee of a public service institution like the bank. The 
nature of misconduct committed by the concerned 
employee is therefore, grave in nature and deserves 
stringent punishment and therefore, the punishment 
imposed on him is commensurate with the gravity of 
misconduct committed by the concerned employ ee and is 
in accordance with the provisions of settlement. Ontyafter 
considering his past record, the Disciplinary Authority has 
imposed lesser punishment against the imposition of more 
deterrent punishment. Therefore, there is no infirmity or 
procedural lacunae in the disciplinary proceedings initiated 
against him. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays that the claim maybe dismissed with costs. 

5. Again, the Petitioner in its rejoinder alleged that 
neither the copy of preliminary investigation report nor 
copies of statements of witnesses recorded during the 
preliminary enquiry have been made available to him despite 
his request. The Respondent/Bank did not thoroughly 
follow the disciplinary intervention procedure as laid down 
by the Respondent/Bank Chairman’s special circular No 
2/2002 dated 1-10-2002. The Disciplinary Author it 
deliberately denied the opportunity of personal hearing to 
the delinquent workman in utter disregard to the principles 
of natural justice and in violation of principles of natural 
justice and in violation of provisions of Bipartite Settlement 
dated 10-04-2002. The Appellate Authority failed to dispose 
of the appeal before the mandatory period of sixty days as 
provided under the provisions of Memorandum of 
Settlement. It is admitted that only after the in-depth 
investigation, the charge sheet was served on the workman. 
However, the copy of said investigation report was not 
given to the Petitioner. It was not necessary for prosecution 
to rely upon a particular document, in order for defence/ 
concerned workman to seek for it, which they cannot deny. 
Therefore, it caused serious prejudice to the concerned 
workman Clause 12(a) of Memorandum of Settlement 
clearly envisages that hearing should be accorded by the 
Disciplinary Authority before the imposition of punishment. 
But, despite the mandatory provisions and the request 
made by the concerned workman, no personal hearing was 
granted. Hence, the Petitioner union prays for an award in 
their favour. 

6. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are— 

(i) ' Whether the action of the Respondent/ 
Management in imposing the punishment of 
stoppage of two increments permanently against 
the concerned employee Sri V Paneerselvam is 
legal and justified ?”• 

(ii) “To what relief the concerned employee is 
entitled T 


Point No. 1 

7. The charge framed against the concerned 
employee namely Sri V Paneerselvam in this case is that 
while he was working as Clerk in Tondiarpet branch of 
Respondent/Bank on 23-4-2003, he came late to the branch 
and without informing the Branch Manager/Assistant 
Branch Manager, he occupied the seat and started 
operating the computer and on noticing the same, the 
Branch Manager, Tbndiarpet branch advised him to sign m 
movement register for which the concerned employee 
refused to do so and shouted at the Branch Manager and 
abused him in Tamil in the presence of staff as well as 
customers for which three charges have been framed 
against the concerned employee and an Enquiry Officer 
was appointed and enquiry report was submitted by the 
Enquiry Officer and on considering the entire facts, the 
Disciplinary Authority imposed the punishment of 
stoppage of two increments permanently. 

8. The petitioner union who espouses the cause of 
the concerned employee has attacked this finding and also 
the punishment imposed on him on several grounds. The 
first ground alleged by the Petitioner union is that though 
the preliminary investigation was done in this case, neither 
the copy of investigation report nor statement of witnesses 
have been produced in the enquiry, despite repeated plea 
and request made by the workmen and his defence 
representative. Therefore, it caused serious prejudice to 
the defence by denial of reasonable opportunity and 
resulting in utter violation of principles of natural justice. 

9. The representative for the Petitioner contended 
that though in the Counter Statement filed before this 
Tribunal, they have admitted based on the preliminary 
investigation report, the decision was taken to initiate 
disciplinary action against the concerned employee, they 
have not given copy of the investigation report to the 
concerned employee, even in spite of the request made by 
die concerned employee to give a copy to him. The 
Respondent alleged that investigation report was not relied 
upon during the enquiry and therefore, the question of 
producing the same or examining the investigation officer 
does not arise and therefore, they have not provided any 
copy of investigation report before the enquiry. But, on 
the other hand, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that even though they have not relied on this 
investigation report in the enquiry, it is clearly admitted 
that for framing the charge, they have relied only on the 
investigation report submitted by the investigation officer 
and under such circumstances, they must have produced 
the same or they must have issued the copy of the same to 
the Petitioner and he relied on the rulings reported in State 
of Uttar Pradesh Vs. Shatrugan Lai and Another 1998II 
LLJ 799, wherein the Supreme Court has held that “in the 
course ofpreliminary enquiry a number of witnesses were 
examined against the Respondent in his absence and 
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copies ofstatements of those witnesses though askedfor 
by the Respondent were not supplied to him. The Tribunal 
(against whose order the said W.P. filed by the appellant 
State was filed) was therefore, held to be justified in 
concluding that principles of natural justice were violated 
and the Respondent was not afforded an effective 
opportunity of hearing. ” In this case, the preliminary 
investigation was conducted on the back of delinquent 
workman and nowhere prima fade case has been made out 
against the concerned employee forthe alleged misconduct. 
The chargesheet against the concerned employee was 
framed only on the basis of this investigation report. Under 
such circumstances, the delinquent employee ought to 
have been supplied with copies of investigation report 
along with statement of witnesses recorded the 
investigation, who were later on examined in the 
departmental enquiry and a reasonable opportunity was 
not given to the concerned employee by denying the 
documents. 

10. As against this, the representative for the 
Respondent contended that though the charge was framed 
against the concerned employee on the basis of 
investigation report, since the Respondent/Management 
has not relied on investigation report during the enquiry, 
copy of w hich is not served on the concerned employee 
nor the investigation officer was examined in the enquiry. 

11. Though the learned representative for the 
Respondent has argued like this, as the Supreme Court has 
pointed out, since in the preliminary investigation, the 
witnesses were examined against the concerned employee 
in his absence, copies of statement of those witnesses 
must have been given to the concerned employee for taking 
his defence and by refusing the same, the principles of 
natural justice have been violated and therefore, I find the 
concerned employee was not afforded with effective 
opportunity of hearing. 

12. The next ground of attack by the representative 
for the Petitioner is that as per the Memorandum of 
Settlement dated 10-4-2002 para 14 provides for 
appointment of concerned officer to take disciplinary action 
in the case of each office/establishment, who has to be 
nominated by Chief Executive Officer or Principal Officer 
of the bank. In terms of this procedure and rules, the 
Respondent/Bank has to nominate the Disciplinary 
Authority and Appellate Authority by name and 
designation from time to time and at the time of initiation of 
disciplinary' action against the concerned employee i. e. on 
30-5-2003. the person who issued the chargesheet w as not 
duly appointed and designated authority to take 
disciplinary action. Hence, the chargesheet suffers from 
serious infirmities and defects. Even though the action 
was taken by the authority subsequently and even though 
circular in question dated 30-06-2003 says that appointment 
of Disciplinary Authority takes effect retrospectively from 


19-5-2003, which is impermissible in law and it cannot cure 
the illegality in taking disciplinary actionby a person, who 
lacks jurisdiction and competence and therefore, it is not 
valid inlaw and on that ground also, the punishment should 
be declared as null and void and it should be set aside. 

13. But, as against this on the side of the 
Respondent, it is contended that the Deputy General 
Manager, Personnel (IRD) department. Head Office, 
Bangalore is designated as Disciplinary Authority in 
respect of award staff in terms of Chairman’s special circular 
No. 8/2002 dated 16-5-2002 and the said circular is issued 
in compliance with the above provisions namely clause 14 
of Memorandum of Settlement on disciplinary action 
procedure for workmen, and therefore, the Disciplinary 
Authority who issued the chargesheet to concerned 
employee is competent authority and the contention of 
workman that disciplinary action against the concerned 
employee suffers for want of jurisdiction is only an after 
thought. Further, it is contended that even assuming that 
retrospective effect has been given by circular, it cannot 
be said that by issuing the circular, prejudice has been 
caused to the concerned employee, w hen no prejudice has 
been caused to the concerned employee and it cannot be 
said that it is vitiated for want of jurisdiction. 

14. Again, on behalf of the petitioner, it js contended 
that the action taken by the authority, who lacks 
competence is bad in law' and he placed reliance on the 
rulings reported in 1992 IILLJ 838 Ramoo Ramesh I s. 
Andhra Bank, wherein the Kerala High Court has held that 
“order of suspension issued by an incompetent authority 
has to be set aside. ” He further relied on the judgement of 
Supreme Court reported in 1992IICLR771 Bank of India 
Vs. C. Bernard wherein it was held that “when the 
punishment is imposed by a person, who has no authority 
to do so, the very foundation on which the edifice is built 
collapses and with it falls the edifice. ” He further argued 
that it is a case more or less akin to a case tried by the 
Supreme Court, which lacks inherent jurisdiction and 
therefore, the order impugned is required to be set aside. It 
is his further argument thatthe circular giving retrospective 
effect will not cure the illegality in taking disciplinary action 
and as such it is not valid in law. 

15. But, as contended by the representative for the 
Respondent, I find since the circular was issued by the 
competent authority stating that appointing the 
Disciplinary Authority as per the Memorandum of 
Settlement dated 10-4-2002, merely because it has given a 
retrospective effect, it cannot be said that it is not valid in 
law. Further, on behalf of the Petitioner, it is not shown 
before this Tribunal that great prejudice has been caused 
to the concerned employee. Under such circumstances, I 
am not agreed to the contention of the Petitioner that 
disciplinary action taken against the concerned employee 
is without any jurisdiction. 
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16. The third contention of the Petitioner is that 
Enquiry Officer has not given any opportunity to the 
concerned employee to examine Ms witness and he refused 
to all ow the witnesses to depose in favour of the concerned 
employee. It was argued that under a clause of 
Memorandum of Settlement dated 10-04-2002, it is stated 
that “an employee against whom disciplinary action is 
proposed or likely to be taken shall be given a charge- 
sheet clearly setting forth circumstances appearing 
against him and a date shall be fixed for enquiry, sufficient 
time being given to him to enable him to prepare and give 
his explanation as also to produce any evidence that he 
may wish to tender in his defence and he shall be permitted 
to appear before the officer conducting the enquiry to 
cross-examine any witness on whose evidence the charge 
rests and to examine witnesses and produce other evidence 
in his defence . ” But, this enumerated procedure has not 
been followed by the Enquiry Officer in this case. The 
opportunity available to the defence to produce his witness 
was deliberately scuttled with ulterior motive to pre-empt 
the delinquent employee to effectively defend his case 
and thus, serious prejudice has been caused to the 
concerned workman. The basic canons of rules of principles 
of natural justice have been flagrantly violated by the 
Enquiry Officer and such enquiry report was also admitted 
by the Disciplinary Authority without applying his mind. 

17. For this, on behalf of the Respondent it is 
contended that it is false to allege that Enquiry Officer has 
refused to permit the concerned employee to examine 
witnesses on his side. In this case, from the enquiry report 
it is clear that the defence representative at length had 
cross-examined the management witnesses and the Enquiry 
Officer without any reservation permitted the defence 
representative to discharge his duties. Hence no grievance 
would subsist in the cross -examination of management 
witnesses by the defence. No doubt, after conclusion of 
examination of management witnesses, the defence 
representative had marked two documents on their behalf 
and proposed to examine one Mr. Mohan Raja as their 
witness and since the said witness was not having either 
relieving order from the branch where he was working or 
identification card with him, the Enquiry Officer ruled not 
to permit the defence representative to examine Mr. Mohan 
Raja and the Enquiry Officer has passed a reasoned order 
for the same. The Petitioner though comended that no 
opportunity was given to them to examine the witness has 
not stated as to the relevancy of witness for examining and 
in what manner the concerned workman is prejudiced by 
non-examination of the said witness. Under such 
circumstances, the plea of the Petitioner union that non- 
examination of the said witness amounts to denial of fair 
and free practice is not maintainable and as merely by 
pleading that a particular witness was not permitted to be 
examined would not suffer from any infirmity 

18. But, again the representative for the Petitioner 
relied on the rulings of Supreme Court reported in 1959 


ILLJ 509 State of Uttar Pradesh Vs. Sharma (C & S) and 
rulings reported in AIR 1957 SC 882 Union of India Vs. T. R. 
Verma. In the first judgement cited above, the Supreme 
Court has held That “omission to give opportunity to an 
employee to produce his witness and lead evidence in his 
defence vitiate the proceedings. ” Further in the 2nd 
judgement it is held that “Rules of natural justice require 
that a party should have an opportunity of adducing all 
relevant evidence on which he relies, that the evidence of 
opponent should be taken in his presence and that he 
should be given opportunity of cross-examining the 
witnesses examined by that party and that no material 
should be relied on against him without his being given an 
opportunity of explaining them.” He fiirther argued that 
this principle laid down by the Supreme Court has not 
been followed in the enquiry and in this case, the Enquiry 
Officer acted in connivance with the Presenting Officer to 
prove the identity of witness before examining him in the 
domestic enquiry. The Respondent/Management has not 
shown any procedure or any rule which requires that 
witnesses to be examined must prove his identity before 
the Enquiry Officer before his examination. In this case, the 
Enquiry Officer wantonly has rejected the request of the 
concerned employee by not allowing him to examine inhis 
defence, as such, it is a flagrant violation of disciplinary 
proceedings and also amounts to denial of opportunity to 
the concerned employee to produce his witness and to 
lead evidence in his defence, which vitiates the entire 
proceedings. 

19. I find much force in the contention of the 
Petitioner because, it is not shown before this Tribunal 
that as to how the Enquiry Officer can refuse the witness 
of the concerned employee and how can he request the 
concerned witness to prove himself with his identity before 
examining him in the enquiry. Since it is a flagrant violation, 

I find the enquiry is not conducted properly and the entire 
enquiry is against the provisions of Memorandum of 
Settlement dated 10-04-2002. 

20. Again, it is contended on behalf ofthe Petitioner 
that the Enquiry Officer has deliberately denied access to 
important documents as requested by the Petitioner to 
enable the concerned employee to rebut the allegations as 
is evident from the documents produced by the petitioner 
under Ex. W5. It is argued that the Enquiry Officer has 
acted himself as prosecuting officer and he also canvassed 
on behalf of the Disciplinary Authority. His decision and 
allegations were always influenced by officials/superiors 
and thus, abdicated his role as independent authority and 
he was totally prejudiced and biased against the concerned 
employee right from the inception, till the conclusion of 
enquiry. The findings of the Enquiry Officer thus suffers 
from serious infirmity and it is perverse in totality, in view 
of the fact no reasonable person would have arrived at 
such conclusion. No doubt, in number of authorities, the 
Supreme Court and High Courts have held that standard 
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of proof to be adopted in departmental proceedings is not 
that of in a criminal case, but at the same time, it does not 
mean that the Enquiry Officer shall have liberty to do 
anything and everything according to his own whims and 
caprices and if there is any procedure, that must be followed 
by the Enquiry Officer. In this case, the Enquiry Officer 
has neither followed the procedure nor followed principles 
of natural justice and the Enquiry Officer adopted his own 
approach while denying access to the documents and 
evidences and even he went to the extent of scuttling the 
defence in cross-examination. He has made several 
obstacles during the cross-examination of defence 
representative and he connived with the Presenting Officer 
in defending the Respondent/Bank’s case and thus, he 
has acted as Judge and Prosecutor. At every stage of 
enquiry proceedings, the Enquiry Officer denied the 
opportunity and subsequently, at the time of issuance of 
2nd show cause notice, the Disciplinary Authority while 
accepting the erred findings arrived at by Enquiry Officer 
once again acted in a biased manner by declining the 
opportunity of personal hearing. In the Memorandum of 
Settlement dated 10-04-2002, para 12 clearly envisages that 
delinquent employee shall also be given hearing with regard 
to nature of proposed punishment, in case any charge is 
established against him. This is a mandatory requirement, 
but in this case, the Disciplinary Authority has no discretion 
to deny such a hearing, such a provision has to be 
substantially complied with as any breach of the same would 
result in serious breach of principles of natural justice and 
resulting in frustrating the terms and conditions of Bipartite 
Settlement. In the case of State Bank of Mysore Vs. R. 
Samanna Reported in 19981LLJ 297 while dealing with the 
meaning of hearing and whether the hearing is different 
from mere opportunity, the Karnataka High Court has held 
that U rules require the delinquent official shall be given a 
hearing as regards the nature ofthe proposed punishment 
in case charges were established against him. The rule 
requires something more than mere opportunity to be 
afforded to the delinquent official. It requires a hearing 
to be given . The difference between mere opportunity and 
hearing is explicit. There may be fusion between the two, 
but there should not be confusion between the two 
concepts. Opportunity may be extended to hearing but 
hearing cannot be condensed or limited to mere 
opportunity to file objection or representation. Hearing 
means ordinarily an opportunity of being heard. That 
means personal hearing. When the rules governing the 
conduct of enquiry specifically provide that the hearing 
shall be given to the delinquent employee he should be 
given a fair hearing and failure to give such a hearing 
would vitiate the order of penalty. ” 

21. But, as against this, on the side of the Respondent 
it is contended that no doubt clause 12 of Memorandum of 
Settlement on disciplinary actiondated 10-04-2002 reads— 
he shall also be given a hearing as regards the nature of 
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proposed punishment, in case any charge is established 
against him. In this case, the Disciplinary' Authority in 
compliance with the above provision by his order dated 
8-10-2003 proposed the punishment of stoppage of two 
increments permanently to workman and has given an 
opportunity to make his representation, if any on the same. 
Such opportunity given thereon by the Disciplinary 
Authority tantamounts to hearing on the proposed 
punishment and hearing as contemplated in the said 
provision cannot be interpreted as personal hearing. Since 
the same is not envisaged/intended in the aforesaid 
Memorandum of Understanding and the settlement does 
not provide for any personal hearing as alleged by the 
Petitioner. 

22. But, here again, I am not accepting the 
contention of the Respondent because as pointed out by 
the Karnataka High Court, it is clear that there is a difference 
between mere opportunity and hearing is explicit and 
therefore, hearing means an opportunity of being heard, 
that means personal hearing. As such, by denial of personal 
hearing by the Disciplinary Authority, it amounts to denial 
of opportunity and I think, it vitiates the order of penally 
imposed by the Disciplinary Authority. 

23. Then again, on behalf of the Petitioner, it is 
contended that before awarding the punishment, the 
Disciplinary Authority shall take into account the gravity 
of misconduct, the previous record, if any of the employee 
and any other aggravating or extenuating circumstances 
that may exist. In this case, the concerned employee has 
served for more than twenty years in the Respondent/Bank 
and it is clearly established that no disciplinary action was 
taken against him. But, the Disciplinary Authority while 
passing the order has not considered the past records of 
the concerned employee as a mitigating and extenuating 
factors as provided in the Bipartite Settlement before 
awarding the punishment. Under such circumstances, the 
order passed by the Disciplinary Authority against the 
provisions of Memorandum of Settlement dated 10-04-2002 
is not valid in law. 

24. As against this, it is contended on behalf of the 
Respondent that number of years of service put in by the 
concerned employee or his past records are not extenuating 
circumstances to mitigate the charges proved against the 
concerned employee. Though the acts of misconduct 
proved against the concerned workman does not call for 
leniency the Disciplinary Authority after considering his 
past records have imposed a lesser punishment against 
the imposition of a more deterrent punishment and as such, 
it cannot be said that Disciplinary Authority has not 
considered past records of the concerned employee. 
Further, it is argued on behalf of the Respondent that in 
this case the nature of misconduct committed by the 
workman reveals that he has resorted to gross indiscipline 
by defying to sign the movement register and signing it 
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belatedly, misbehaving and using abusive language against 
the Branch Manager and shouting at him inbank hall in the 
presence of customers and staff and by such acts, the 
concerned employee has defied even the elementary 
decency and decorum expected from an employee of a 
public service institution like the bank. The nature of 
misconduct committed fay the concerned employee is 
therefore, grave in nature and deserves stringent 
punishment. However, the Disciplinary Authority taking a 
lenient view and affording him an opportunity to correct 
himself has imposed the punishment of stoppage of two 
increments permanently and the same commeosurates with 
the gravity of acts of misconduct committed by the 
concerned workman and is in accordance with the 
provisions of Memorandum of Settlement dated 
. 10-4-2002. Therefore, all the allegations ofthe Petitioner 
that the punishment imposed on the concerned employee 
was to victimize the workmanin utter disregard to nature of 
punishment is not true. 

25. But, though 1 find some force in the contention 
of the representative for the Respondent, since there is 
flagrant violation of provisions and principles of natural 
justice, I find the action of the Respondent/Bank in 
imposing the punishment of stoppage of two increments 
permanently on the ooncemed employee Sri V Paneerselvam 
is not legal and justified Therefore, I find this point in 
favour of the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled ? 

26. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
punishment imposed by the Respondent/Management 
against the concerned employee Sri V Paneerselvam is not 
legal and justified, I find the concerned employee is entitled 
to the relief as prayed for by the Petitioner Union and 
therefore, I set aside the impugned order of punishment 
imposed by the Respondent/Bank against the concerned 
employee and direct the Respondent/Bank to restore the 
increments with retrospective effect with all other attendant 
benefits. No costs. 

27. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P. A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 21st February, 2006). 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined: 

On either side : None 


Documents Marked: 

For the I Partv/ flaimanf: 
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Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

(1) 

C2) 

0) 

W1 

23-04-03 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Investigating Officer to Sri 
Paneerselvam. 

W2 

26-04-03 

Xerox copy of the reply given by 
ooncemed employee to investigating 
officer. 

W3 

30-05-03 

Xerox ocrpy ofthe charge sheet issued 
to concerned employee. 

W4 

14-06-03 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
concerned employee to Disciplinary 
Authority. 

W5 

304)7-03 

Xerox copy of the enquiry 
proceedings. 

W6 

Ntt 

Xerox copy of the written brief of 
Presenting Officer. 

W7 

14-08-03 

Xerox copy of the submission of 
defence representative. 

W8 

06-09-03 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to concerned employee. 

W9 

30-08-03 

Xerox copy of the findings of Enquiry 
Officer. 

W10 

21-09-03 

Xerox copy of the representation 
given by concerned employee to 
Disciplinary Authority. 

W1I 

08-1003 

Xerox copy of the 2nd show cause 
notice.' 

W12 

20-1003 

Xerox copy of the reply to 2nd show 
cause notice. 

WI3 

31-1003 

Xerox copy of the order of 
Disciplinary Authority. 

W14 

28-11-03 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
concerned employee to Disciplinary 
Authority. 

W15 

15-12-03 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to concerned employee 

W16 

08-11-03 

Xerox copy of the appeal preferred 
by concerned employee. 

W17 

31-12-03 

Xerox copy of the order of Appellate 
Authority. 

W18 

23-0403 

Xerox copy of the transaction log of 
Tondiarpet branch. 


1458 GI/06—20 
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(1) 

(2) 

© 

W19 

01-10-02 

Xerox copy of the special circular 
No. 2/02 issued by Chairman. 

W20 

16064)3 

Xerox copy of the letter from Petitioner 
Union to Respondent/Management. 

W21 

304)64)3 

Xerox copy of the special circular 
No. 1/03 issued by Chairman. 

W22 

09-064)1 

Xerox copy of the special circular 
No. 11/2001. Issued by Chairman. 

W23 

07-104)2 

Xerox copy of the notification 
No. 62/02. 

W24 

314)74)3 

Xerox copy of the letter from defence 
representative to Disciplinary 
authority. 

For the II Party/Management: 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ml 

054)64)3 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
concerned employee to Disciplinary 
Authority. 

M2 

104)6-03 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Disciplinary Authority to concerned 
employee. 

M3 

234)64)3 

Xerox copy of the order appointing 
Enquiry Officer 

M4 

234)64)3 

Xerox copy of the order appointing 
Presenting Officer 

M5 

304)64)3 

Xerox copy of the notice of 
enquiry. 

M6 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the documents filed 
on behalf of Respondent 

M7 

Nil 

f 

Xerox copy of the documents filed 
on behalf of defence. 

M8 

11-094)3 

Xerox copy of ttfe letter from 
concerned employee to Disciplinary 
Authority. 

M9 

14-104)3 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
concerned workman to Disciplinary 
Authority. 

M10 

17-104)3 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Disciplinary Authority to concerned 
employee. 

Mil 

08-114)3 

Xerox copy of the appeal preferred 
by concerned employee. 
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New Delhi, the 1st May, 2006 

S.O. 2074.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 350/2004 of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexme, in the Industrial 
Di^nfcfretween the management of Indian Bahk'and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 284)4-2006 

[No. L- 12011 / 74 / 1998 -IR(B-n)] 
G GANGADHARAN, Under Secy: 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 22nd February, 2006 

PRESENT: 

K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 350/2004 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under’ 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 
10 ofth^lndusffial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between 
the MAi^gpneAVdf lndian Bank and their workmen] 

. To^ tui BETWEEN 

The GdnrardFStcifetaty^ • 1 :1 Party/Claimant 

Indian Bank Employees’ * 

Association os/rL 

AND 

The General Manage?? 'W* 3 fci pH Party/Managemen t 
Indian Bank, Z.O. ^ , 

Chennai ‘ ^V'" " ' 

APPEARANCE 


Ml2 10-04-02 Xerox copy of the Memorandum of For the Claimant : M/s. D. Hariparanthaman, 

Settlement. Advocate 

Ml 3 16-05-01 Xerox copy of the special circular For the Management : M/s. Aiyar & Delia, 

issued by Chairman, Advocates 
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The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No. H201 l/74/1998-IR(B-H) dated 08-06-2004 has 
referred the dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. The 
Schedule mentioned dispute is as follows 

“Whether the action of the mahagerttent of Indian 
Bank to .discriminate the staff posted in cash 
department for job rotation is justified ? If not, what 
relief the disputant union is emitted to ?” 

2 . After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I.D. No. 350/2004 and notices were issued to both 
the parties and both the parties entered appearance through 
their advocates and filed their Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The respondent/Bank was the first nationalised bank 
in India to introduce automatic teller machine and it was 
introducedmtheyfeai'1988 at Harbour branch, Chennai. 
For this Respondent/Bank entered into local settlement 
dated 28-12-88 with the recognised union. Subsequently, 
ATM was installed in Royapettah, Mylapore and Anna 
Nagar branches. For this settlements dated 7 : -4-89 and 
22-1-90 were entered into between the bank and recognised 
union. In these settlements, it was agreed to pay special 
allowance to two clerical staff attending to ATM on 
permanent basis based on branch seniority and this system 
is continued in the said branches till today by the 
Respondent/Bank. When it was decided to have a network 
of ATMs, a settlement dated 21-12-92 was entered into 
between the recognised union and the bank. The said 
settlement also provides for installation of ATM at T. Nagar 
branch incorporating other terms and conditions of the 
earlier settlements dated28-12-88,7-4-89 and 22-1-90. Based 
on the said settlement dated 21-12-92 two clerical staffbased 
on branch seniority were given special allowance on 
permanent basis from the installation of ATM in May, 1993 
in T. Nagar branch and special allowance of Rs. 600 pea: 
month together with proportionate D.A. and other 
allowances, which works out to Rs. 790 per month. As per 
industrywise settlement dated 19-1-91. there is rotation of 
work in cash department. It is the settlement of general 
nature providing for rotation of work once in three months 
in cash department and the settlement dated 
21-12-92 after 19-1-91 was for the specific purpose of 
installation of ATM at T. Nagar branch and to have network 
ATMs on the same lines of earlier settlements on the 
subject That way why two clerical staff inT. Nagar branch 
attending ATM were given special allowance. Based on 
the branch seniority in T. Nagar branch Sri P. S. Ktishnan 
and Smt. Sumathi Santhanam were given ATM work on 
permanent basis and they were paid special allowance and 
after Mr P. S. Ktishnan got promotion and transfer, 


Mr. C. Rajendran was given ATM work with special 
allowance on permanent basis along with Smt. Sumathi 
Santhanam based on seniority on permanent basis and 
since Mr. C, Rajendran retired under VRS, Smt. Sumathi 
Santhanam alone is getting special allowance at T. Nagar , 
branch. While so, in January, 1996 17 clerical staff out of 45 . 
left the recognised union and joined the I Party union. The 
two clerical staff attending ATM and getting special 
allowance were among them. Hence, the recognised union 
brought pressure on the T Nagar branch management to 
allot work of ATM on rotation basis and therefore, the 
Chief Manager of T. Nagar branch wrote a letter dated 
8-11-96 to AGM, Regional Office, Chennai seeking his 
' approval for introducing rotational system for ATM work 
which has been done on permanent basis. Then the 
Petitioner union raised industrial dispute before Assistant 
Labour Commissioner (Central) by letter dated 26-12-96 . 
But, the conciliation proceedings ended in a failure. In the 
mean time, smeethe Respondent/Bank trying to introduce 
rotational system for ATM, the Petitioner union filed a 
Writ Petition No. 14333/98 to continue the same status 
quo. Since the Government of India declined to refer the 
dispute to this Tribunal, again the Petitioner union filed a 
Writ Petition No. 14757/99 to quash the said order for 
rejection. In view of the order passed by the High Court, 
the Govt, now referred this dispute to this Tribunal. 
Without issuing notice under section 9 A of the I D, Act, 
Respondent/Management cannot withdraw the special 
allowance given on permanent basis for handling ATM 
work in T. Nagar branch pursuant to settlement dated 

21- 12-92. When ihespecifidaUowanceonpennanent basis 
for attending AIM work is continued in Harbour branch, 
Royapettah branch, Mylapore branch and Anna Nagar 
branch pursuant to settlements dmed 28-12-88,7-4-89and 

22- 1-90, there was no valid reason for seeking fointroduce 
rotation system in AIM at T. Nagar branch alone when the 
matter is governed by settlement dated 21-12-92. The 
branches namely Harbour, Royapettah, Annanagar and 
T. Nagar constitute a separate and distinct group and one of 
the branches namely T. Nagar cannot be discrrminated by 
the bank. Only to favour the recognised union, the 
Respondent/Bank is playing unfair labour practice which 
is against the provisions of l.D. Act Hence, for all these 
reasons, the Petitioner prays to hold that the action of the 
U Party/Management in introducing rotational system 
in ATM work in T. Nagar branch is not justified and 
consequently direct the Respondent/Bank to eonttn«e:the 
same on permanent basis. 

4. As against this, the respondent contended that it 
is true that Respondent/Management entered into 
settlement under section 18(1) of tile l.D. Act with the 
recognised union on 28-12-88, 7-4-89 and 22-L-90 with 
regard to introduction of ATM in Royapettah, 
Purasawalkain, Mylapore and Industrial Finance Branches. 
Since ATM could not be installed at Industrial Finance 
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Branch on account of shortage of space another settlement 
was entered into between the management and the 
recognised union for installing ATM at Anna Nagar branch. 
Though ATM was installed at the said four branches they 
were not then connected to main frame computer. During 
the year 1992, the bank in its own premises in T. Nagar 
branch had taken up the matter for net working of ATM 
installed at Madras city branches. Therefore, the 
management entered into settlement with recognised union 
dated 21-12-92. Pursuant to the settlement ATM was 
installed in the year 1993. Clause 4 of settlement dated 
21-12-92 deals with operation of ATM which are to be duly 
processedby automatic ledgerposting machine connected 
to the main frame computer and it further deals with 
processing to be done by automatic ledger posting 
machines. Clause 6 of the settlement says on account of 
net working of ATMs of our bank by linking it to 
the computers at CO/CPPD, duties and functions of 
clerical staff posted to attend ATM work stand modified as 
follows:— 

(i) The two clerical staff drawing teller allowance 
on permanent basis would continue to draw 
the same and perform the duties as agreed to 
in earlier settlement; 

(ii) The operations of ALPM attached to ATM 
will be assigned exclusively to staff members 
on turn basis for three months among the staff 
members who are not in receipt of any special 
allowance as admissible to ALPM operators. 

The first portion of the clause 6 deals with clerical 
staff already drawing teller allowance on permanent basis 
in the branches at Harbour, Royapettah, Mylapore and 
Anna Nagar, where ATMs were installed as per the 
settlements dated 28-12-88,7-4-89 and 22-1-90 and it does 
not apply to T. Nagar branch where ATM was vet to be 
installed duly connected to the mainframe and network 
that was accomplished only on 18-5-93..Therefore, as on 
21-12-92 no clerk/shroff of T. Nagar branch was allotted to 
ATM related work since there was no ATM at all in that 
branch. Therefore, the only clause applicable to clerk/shroff 
attending to AIM at T. Nagar branch is the second portion 
of Clause 6 of the settlement. With regard to special 
allowance in cash department of the Respondent/Bank in 
each of its branches, a settlement was entered into between 
recognised union and the Respondent on 19-1-91 under 
section 18(1) of I.D. Act in which it is stated that senior 
most clerk/shroff in cash department would hold the post 
of cash department for three months and the said post 
would be given as per seniority on turn basis. Clause 6 of 
settlement dated 21-12-92 is one the same lines of settlement 
and therefore, the first part would have no application to 
ATMinstalledatT.Nagarbranchinl993. It is not correct 
to say that settlement dated 19-1-91 and circular issued by 


the bank based on the said settlement dated 31-1-91 are 
not general in nature but are very specific with reference to 
clerical staff members who had been already drawing special 
allowance such as key holding allowance and teller 
allowance but also other staff members in cash department 
to be rotated on turn basis enabling them to avail special 
allowance. It is not correct to say that Sri P. S. Krishnan 
and Smt Sumathi Santhanam and C. Rajendran were doing 
AIM work on permanent basis. Though Smt. Sumathi 
Santhanam is not eligible and entitled to the said amount, it 
was paid to her in view of the interim orders passed in W.P. 
It is false to allege that as to the pressure from the 
recognised union, the Respondent/Management has 
denied the special allowance to Smt. Sumathi Santhanam. 
When the Respondent/Management has acted in 
compliance with terms and conditions set out in legal and 
valid settlements under I D. Act, Section 9Aofthe I.D. Act 
has no applicability. Hence, for all these reasons, the 
Respondent prays that the claim may be dismissed with 
costs. 

5. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(i) “Whether the action of the Respondent/ 
Management to discriminate the staff posted 
in cash department for job rotation is 
justified? 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner union is 
entitled V 

PointNo. 1: 

6 . The main dispute in this case is whether the 
special allowance given to two clerical staff attending ATM 
work in T. Nagar branch can be withdrawn on the ground 
that it is against the terms of settlement dated 19-1-1991 
namely Ex. M5. The admitted facts are that Respondent/ 
Bank introduced AIM at Harbour branch in the year 1988 
and for which an individual local settlement dated 
28-12-1988 was entered into between the Respondent/ 
Bank and recognised union and subsequently, ATM was 
installed at Royapettah, Mylapore and Anna Nagar 
branches for which settlements dated 7-4-89, 22-1-90 
respectively were entered into between the Respondent/ 
Bank and recognised union which are marked as Ex. M2 
and M3. Under the above settlements, it was agreed to pay 
special allowance to two clerical staff attending ATM on 
permanent basis based on the branch seniority and as per 
the Petitioner union, the Respondent/Bank derided to have 
net work of ATMs a settlement dated 21-12-92 was entered 
into under Ex. M4, which provides for installation of ATM 
at T. Nagar branch incorporating the other terms and 
conditions of earlier settlements dated 28-12-88, 
7-4-89 and 22-1-90 i.e. Ex. Ml to M3. Clause 7 of the above 
settlement under Ex. M4, it is agreed that ATM proposed 
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for Purasawakkam branch and After Hoar Deposit (AHD) 
proposed for Mylapore branch will now be installed at 
T. Nagar branch: Clause 8 says that all other terms and 
conditions stipulated and agreed to in earlier settlements 
Exts. Ml to M3 remain unaltered and based on the said 
settlement dated 21-12-92, two clerical staff basedbranch 
seniority namely Sri P. S. Krishnan and Smt. Sumathi 
Santhanam were given special allowance on permanent 
basis from the installation of AXMiflMay, 1993 inT. Nagar 
branch. While so, daring Jannaiy, 19%, 17 clerical staff out 
of 45 who were working in T. Nagar branch left the 
recognised union and joined the I party union. Therefore, 
the recognised union brought pressure on the T. Nagar 
branch management to allot the work of ATM on rotation 
basis. Due to this pressure, the Chief Manager of T. Nagar 
branch wrote a letter dated 8-11-96 under Ex. W8 to the 
Assistant General Manager, Regional Office, Chennai 
seeking his approval for introducing rotational system for 
ATM work which has been done on permanent basis 
hitherto. On coming to know of this move of the recognised 
union, the 1 st Party union took up the matter before General 
Manager (Admn). But the General Manager instructed the 
Chief Manager of T. Nagar branch in December, 1996 to 
give ATM work on rotation basis. Hence, this dispute was 
raised. 

7. As against this, the Respondent/Bank contended 
that it is not correct to say that only due to pressure of the 
recognised union, the Respo ndent/Bank wanted to change 
the system followed inT. Nagar branch with regard to ATM 
No doubt, ATM was introduced in Harbour branch, 
Royapettah branch, Mylapore branch and Anna Nagar 
branch as per Exts. Ml, and M3 settlements. But the 
said ATM installed in the above said four branches were 
not connected to main frame computer. During the year 
1992 the Respondent/Bank constructed his own premises 
in T. Nagar and the branch took up the matter for net 
working of ATMs installed in Madras city branches. Further, 
it followed with After Hour Depository (AHD) in T. Nagar 
branch, which would be more beneficial to its customers. 
In this back ground, the Respondent/Bank and the 
recognised federation entered into a settlement dated 
21-12-92 under Ex. M4 and in this settlement, ATM 
proposed for Purasawakkam branch and After Hour 
Depository facility which was proposed to be made 
available at Mylapore branch was agreed to be installed 
and made available at T Nagar branch and pursuant to that 
settlement, ATM was also installed in T. Nagar branch in 
the year 1993. Clause 6 of the settlement says on account 
of net work of banking by linking the computers at 
CO/CPPD, the duties/functions of the clerical staff posted 
to attend the ATM work stand modified as follows 

(i) The two clerical staff drawing teller allowance 

on permanent basis would continue to draw 
the same and perform the duties as agreed to 
in earlier settlement; 


0$ The operations of ALPM attached to ATM 
will be assigned exclusively to staff members 
on turn basis for three months among the staff 
members who are not in receipt of any special 
allowance as admissible to ALPM operators. 

The first portion of the clause 6 deals with clerical 
staff already drawing teller allowance on permanent basis 
in the brandies at Harbour, Royapettah, Mylapore and 
Anna Nagar, where ATMs were installed as per the 
settlements dated 28-12-88,7-4-89 and 22-1-90 and it does 
not apply to T. Nagar branch where ATM was yet to be 
installed duly connected to the mainframe and network 
that was accomplished only on 18-5-93. Further, pursuant 
to the settlement under Ex. M4, ho clerk/shroff of T. Nagar 
branch was allotted to ATM related work since there was 
no ATM at all in that branch at that time. Therefore, the 
only clause applicable to clerk/shroff attending to ATM at 
T. Nagar branch is the second portion of Clause 6 of the 
settlement. Further, with regard to payment of special 
allowance in cash department of the Respondent/Bank in 
each of its branches, a settlement was entereddntc between 
recognised union and the Respondent on 19-1-91 and in 
that special allowance post namely key holding shroff’s 
post is dealt with. Prior to that based on understanding 
reached with the recognised employees federation, it was 
assigned to the senior most cleric cum shroff working in the 
branch on branch seniority. In that he was holding key 
jointly with the Manager of the branch and he would be 
paid key holding allowance. Under settlement dated 
19-1-91 which became effective from 1-2-91 it was agreed 
on turn basis and each cleric of the branch would hold the 
key and draw special allowance. Thus, every clerk/shroff 
will get an opportunity to hold key on rotational basis for a 
period of three months and draw cash allowance. The 
exception to this was agreed to and provided for that 
settlement namely senior clerks who were holding the post 
ofkey holding shroff as on 31-1-91 on permanent basis, 
their position would not be disturbed and they would 
continue as key holding shroff and draw the requisite key 
holding/cash allpwance (special allowance). Similarly, 
Clause 6 of settlement under Ex. M4, is one the same lines 
of settlement between the Respondent/Bank and federation 
on 19-1 -91 and the same method was adopted in the matter 
of allowing the two clerical staff who were drawing teller 
allowance on permanent basis at the four branches namely 
Harbour, Royapettah, Mylapore and Anna Nagar branches 
to continue to draw the same and in the case of ATMs to 
be installed on andafter21-12-92, the operationof automatic 
ledger posting machine attached to ATM would be 
assigned exclusively to staff members on turn basis, who 
are not in receipt of any special allowance as admissible to 
ALPM operators. Therefore, the first part of clause 6 and 
not the second part. Since the settlement specified therein 
have reference to the ATMs already installed only in the 
four branches namely Harbour, Royapettah, Mylapore and 
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Anna Nagar branches and therefore, the Respondent 
contended that the Petitioner'union is not entitled to get 
any relief in this dispute. 

8 . Considering the arguments of the counsel on 
either side and also the evidence adduced in this case, I 
find the argument advanced by the learned counsel for the 
Respondent is well founded. No doubt Ex. M4 says with 
regard to installation of ATM at T. Nagar and clause 6 of 
settlement dated 21-12-92 under Ex. M4 stated that two 
clerical staff drawi ng teller allowance on permanent basis 
would continue the same as agreed to under earlier 
settlement. But, on that date, since there was no ATM at 
T. Nagar branch, it cannot be said that two clerical staff 
namely Sn P. S. KrishnanandSmt. Sumathi Santhanani can 
get the benefit of this clause. It is admitted that ATM facility 
was introduced in T. Nagar branch in May, 1993 . Under 
such circumstances, provision of this clause is not 
applicable to the clerical staff who are drawing teller 
allowance on permanent basis as alleged by the learned 
counsel for the Petitioner. No doubt, from the date of 
installation of ATM at T. Nagar branch in May, 1993 
Sri P. S. Krishnan and Sint. Sumathi Santhanam and 
subsequently, Sint. Sumathi Santhanam and Sri C. Rajendran 
were drawing special allowance for ATM work, it should 
have been only on the wrong presumption that ATM 
proposed for Purasawakkam branch was installed at 
T. Nagar branch and agreement was entered into under 
Ex. M2 namely 7-4-89 with regard to Purasawakkam branch. 
Since clause 6 of Ex. M4 clearly states that two clerical staff 
drawing teller allowance on permanent basis would 
continue to draw the same and perform duties as agreed to 
in the earlier settlement, it cannot be said that Sri P. S: 
KrishnanandSmt. Sumathi Santhanam were drawing teller 
allowance on permanent basis on that date. Therefore as 
stated by the learned counsel for the Respondent that for 
the T. Nagar branch only second clause namely operation 
of ALPM attached to ATM will be assigned exclusively to 
staff members on turn basis for three months among the 
staff members who are not in receipt of any special 
allowance as admissible to ALPM operators will be 
applicable and not the first clause. 

9. Then the learned counsel for the Petitioner 
contendedthat without giving notice under section 9A of 
the LD. Act, the Respondent/Management cannot 
withdraw the special allowance given on permanent basis 
for handling ATM work in T. Nagar branch But, I am not 
agreed with this contention of the counsel for the Petitioner 
because as stated by the learned counsel for the Respondent 
that the Repondent/Management has acted in compliance 
with the terms and conditions set out in settlement dated 
21-12-92, I find Section 9A of the I.D. Act has no 
applicability in this case. 

10 Again, the learned counsel for the Petitioner 
contended that special allowance on permanent basis for 


attending ATM work is continued in Harbour, Royapetta, 
Mylapore and Anna Nagar branches pursuant to 
settlements under Ex. M1 to M3, therefore, there is no valid 
reason to introduce rotation system when the matter is 
governed by settlement dated 21-12-92. But, here again, I 
find the Respondent went to implement the terms and 
conditions as per the settlement dated 21-12-92, therefore, 
it cannot be said that the Respondent/Bank was seeking to 
introduce a new rotational system in ATM work at 
T. Nagar branch and only because of wrong interpretation 
of the provisions of settlement till now the clerical staff 
namely Smt. Sumathi Santhanam and Sri C. Rajendran are 
getting special allowance and on that ground, it cannot be 
said that it cannot be withdrawn by the bank in imposing 
the terms and conditions as per settlement dated 21-12-92 
under Ex. M4. 

11. Again, learned counsel for the Petitioner 
contended that Harbour, Royapettah, Mylapore and Anna 
Nagar branches constituted a separate and distinct group 
and one of the branches namely T. Nagar cannot be 
discriminated by the Respondent/Bank. But, I do not find 
any force in the contention of the counsel for the Petitioner 
because clause 6( 1) of the settlement under Ex. M4 clearly 
states that two clerical staff drawing teller allowance on 
permanent basis would continue to draw the same and 
under such circumstances, it cannot be said that T. Nagar 
branch clerical staff were also drawing teller allowance on 
permanent basis at that time namely 21-12-92. Therefore, 
I am not inclined to accept the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Petitioner on any ground, it cannot be said 
that it is a discrimination. Therefore, I find the action of the 
Respondent/Bank in allowing cash department staff in 
T. Nagar branch for job on rotation is justified and it cannot 
be said that it is a discrimination. 

Point No. 2 : 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled ? 

12. In view of my foregoing findings, I find the 
Petitioner Union is not entitled to any relief as claimed in 
this dispute. No Costs. 

13. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him. 
corrected and pronounced by me in'the open court on this 
day the 22nd February, 2006). 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined: 

Forthe I Party/Qaimant : WW1 Sri R. N. Vellayan 

For the Respondent/ : MWl SriC. H. 
Management Sivaramakrishnan 
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Documents Marked; 


For the Petitioner/I Party: 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

(1) 

(2) 

Q) 

W1 

' i-Ke 

29-09-03 

Xerox copy of the office order 
regarding allocation of work for 
clerical staff issued by Respondent/ 
Bank 

W2 

02-04-94 

Xerox copy of the office order 
regarding allocation of work for 
clerical staff issued by Respondent/ 
Bank 

W3 

03-04-95 

Xerox copy of the office order 
regarding allocation of work for 
clerical staff issued by Respondent/ 
Bank 

W4 

2909-95 

•j n 

Xerox copy of the office order 
regarding allocation of work for 
clerical staff issued by Respondent/ 
Bank 

W5 

3103-96 r ; 

Xerox copy of the office order 
regarding allocation of work for 
clerical staff issued by Respondent/ 
Bank 

W6 

0504-97 

Xerox copy of the office order 
regarding allocation of work for 
clerical staffissued by Indian Bank 

W7 

Ml 

Xerox copy of the Chapter XII of 
Bipartite Settlement 

W8 

08-1106- 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondenl/Bank to AGM Regional 
Office. -- ; 

W9 

18-11-96 

Xerox copy of die letter written by 
I Party to II Party 

W10 

26-12-96 

Xerox copy of the dispute raised by 
I Party before Assistant 
CoimttissiOnerof Labour (Central) 

wii 

0502-97 

Xerox copy of tfre reply filed by 


Respondent before Assistant 
Commissioner of Labour (Central) 


(1) 

(2) 

Q) 

W12 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the rejoinder filed by 
Petitioner before Assistant 
Commissioner of Labour (Central) 

W13 

11-04-97 

Xerox copy of the reply to the 
rejoinder filed by Respondent before 
Assistant Commissioner of Labour 
(Central) 

W14 

15-09-97 

Xerox copy of the minutes of 
discussion before Assistant 
Commissioner of Labour (Central) 

W15 

07-03-98 

Xerox copy of the letter from I Party 
to Assistant Commissioner of Labour 
(Central) 

For the n Party/Management: 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ml 

28-12-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement u/s 18(1) 
with union 

M2 

07-04-89 

Xerox copy of the settlement u/s 18(1) 
with union 

M3 

22-01-90 

Xerox copy ofthe settlement u/s 18(1) 
with union 

M4 

21-12-92 

Xeroxcopy of thesetdementu/s 18(1) 
with union 

M5 

1901-91 

Xerox copy of the setdement u/s 18(1) 
with union 

M6 

31-01-91 

Xerox copy of the circular issued by 
Respondent 

M7 

17-12-% 

Xerox copy of the letter from Regional 
office to Z.O. 

M8 

31-12-96 

Xerox copy ofthe letter from Regional 
officetoZ.O. 

M9 

20-10-04 

Xerox copy of the letter from Anna 
Nagar branch to Circular Office 

M10 

27-10-04 

Xerox copy ofthe letter from Harbour 
branch to ; Circle Office 

Mil 

29-1004 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Mylapore branch to Circle Office 

M12 

30-1004 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Royapettah branch to Circle office. 
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New Delhi, the 2nd May, 2006 

S.O. 2075.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 115/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Department of Telecom and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
2-5-2006. 

[No. L-40011/10/2005-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 24th January, 2006 

PRESENT: 

K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 115/2005 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 
lOofthelndustrialDisputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between 
the Management of BSNL and their workmen] 

BETWEEN: 

The Secretary, : I Party/Claimant 

Tamil Nadu Telegram Delivery 
Employees Protection Association, 

Trichy. 

AND 

The Principal General Manager, : II Party/Manage- 

BSNL, Trichy. ment. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Claimant : None 

For the Management : Mr. D. Simon, 

Advocate 


AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
order No. L-40011/10/2005-IR (DU) dated 26-10-2005 has 
referred the dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. The 
Schedule mentioned dispute is as follows : 

“Whether the claim of Tamil Nadu Telegram Delivery 
Employees Protection Association, Trichy for 
reinstatement and regularisation with back wages 
and continuity of service for the 40 workers (as per 
annexure) terminated by the Principal General 
Manager, BSNL, Trichy is legal and justified ? If not 
to what relief the workmen are entitled to ?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I. D. No. 115/2005 and notices were issued to both 
the parties. Though the I Party appeared in person for the 
hearing on 6-12-2005, they have not filed Claim Statement 
and though the case was adjourned subsequently for filing 
of Claim Statement, they have not filed the same and there 
was no representation on their behalf, hence the Petitioner 
was called absent and set ex parte. 

3. Even though the II Party/Management entered 
appearance through an advocate, they have not filed the 
statement of objection. When the matter was taken up for 
hearing on 17-1-2006 as a last chance, none appeared on 
behalf of the Respondent. Therefore, the Respondent is 
also called absent and set ex parte. 

4. Since both the parties are not interested in 
prosecuting this dispute. ‘No relief Award’ is passed in 
this industrial dispute. No Costs. 

(Dictated to the P. A, transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 24th January, 2006). 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
■fcvft, 2 T T^, 2006 

W. 37T. 2076.—3?|sj)R|ct> 37fftfw?, 1947 (1947 

14) ^ etri 17 % 3^*KUf ft', 77EFR ^ ^ 3TTP 

WITra % cf/tfcp R f 

3733**1 ft 3 MPi<* ft' aftftlfe 

3TfwW?R (ft^fftw 139/99) 

ycblfvKl ft, ftt ■hvt>K ^ 2-5-2006 ^ TTRT 
I3TTSTTI 

[ft. TT^T-12012/507/98-371^ 3717 (ftl-I)] 
snspT^pTK, 

New Delhi, the 2nd May, 2006 

S.O. 2076.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 139/99) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
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Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Disrate between the en^gpyers in relation to the 
management of State Bank of India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 2-5-06. 


(No. L-120I2/507/98-4R(B-I)j 



BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRffiUNAL-CtJM-LABOUR COURT* 
JABALPUR 

NaCGIT/LC/R/139/99 

PRESENT: 

Shri C. M Singh, Presiding Officer 

The General Secretary, 

Daily Wages Bank Employees Association, 

Hardev Niwas, 9, Sanwer Road, 

Ujjain-456001. ' .. .Workman/Union 

Versus 

The Assistant General Manager (P & HRD), 

State Bank of India, 

Zonal Office, Hamidia Road, 

Bhopal-462801. ... Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 12th day of April, 2006 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-12(U2/507/98-IR(B-I) dated 22-3-99 
has referred the following dispute for adjudication by this 
tribunal:— 

"Whether the action of the management of Asstt. 
General Manager, State Bank of India in terminating 
the services of Shri Satyanarayan Sharma w.e.fi 
1 -7-97 arid not regularising him after completion of 
240 days in a calendar year is justified ? If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled for 7* 

2. In this reference, the General Secretary, Daily Wages 
Bank Employees Association moved application dated 
6-4-06 with the prayer that the reference be closed. Along 
with the above application, the workman has also filed 
application dated 2-4-06 with the prayer that the reference 
be closed. It is mentioned in the said application that the 
workman has been appointed peon on 28-10-99 at State 
Bank of India, Bilaspur branch on permanent basis. ShriR 
Nagwanshi, the General Secretary, Daily Wages Bank 
Employees Association submitted that the reference be 
closed for no dispute award as no dispute is left between 
the parties. Shri Prashant Saprey, Advocate for the 
management submitted that he has no objection if the 
reference is closed for no dispute award. Therefore vide 
order dated 6-4-06, the reference was closed for award. 


3. In view of the above, it shall be just and proper to 
pass no dispute award in this case. Consequently no 
dispute award is passed without any orders as to costs. 

4. Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India, Ministry ofLabour as per rules. 

C. M SINGH, Presiding Officer 

M fa#, 2 2006 

^T.3it. 2077 .— 1947 (1947 
^n4) 17 % <h^< u i ft, mm *m> 

ft ftfae dfailPr* farrc ft' %#*r WFK 

(ft^ft wtr 135/99) 
%t yq»ifvin ft, # %#q to %t 2-5-2006 %t wn 

^3TT «tTI 

[ft. 1^-12012/485/98-3*1$ 3TIt(#-I)] 

New Delhi, the 2nd May, 2006 

S.O. 2077.— -In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 135/99) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of State Bank of India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 2-5-06. 

[No. L-l2012/485/98-IR(B-I)] 

A JAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRmUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/135/99 

PRESENT: 

Shri C. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 

The General Secretaiy, 

Daily Wages Bank Employees Association, 

Hardev Niwas, 9, SanwerRoad, 

Ujjain-456001. .. .Workman/Union 

Versus 

The Assistant General Manager (P & HRD), 

State Bank of India, 

Region-V, Hamidia Road, 

Bhopal-462801. .,. Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 12th day of April, 2006 

1 . The Government of India, Ministry ofLabour vide 
its Notification No. L-12012/485/98-IR(B-I) dated 18-3-99 
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has referred the following dispute for adjudication by this 
tribunal:— 

"‘Whether the action of the management of Asstt. 

General Manager, State Bank of India, Bhopal in not 

regularising Shri Mohanlal Kuwal is justified ? If not, 

to what relief the workman is entitled for T 

2 . There is an application dated 6-4-06 on record by 
Shri R. Nagwanshi, General Secretary, Daily Wages Bank 
Employees Association wherein it is mentioned that the 
workman has been appointed on his original post from 1st 
day of April, 06 for which no doubt that the formal order 
has not yet been received by him. Vide order dated 6-4-06, 
Shri R Nagwanshi, the General Secretary of the Union for 
workman/Union submitted that the reference be closed for 
passing no dispute award as now no dispute is left between 
the parties. Shri Prashant Saprey, Advocate the learned 
counsel for the management submitted that he has no 
objection if the reference is closed for no dispute award. In 
tins view of the matter; the reference was closed for award. 

3. In view of the above, it shall be just and proper to 
pass no dispute award in this reference. Consequently no 
dispute award is passed in this reference without any order 

as to costs. 

4. Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India. Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

M 2 2006 

«FT. 3TT. 2078. — rifttfwt, 1947 (1947 

14) ^ 

Mup# 

-MWIc-H (wf 37*53137l£^-135/2000) 

t, RriTR ^ 2-5-2006 

S1TI 

[ri. TTeT-41012/46/99-3^ 3TTC (Rt-1)] 

New Dellii, the 2nd May, 2006 

S.O. 2078.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. I. D. 
135 / 2000 ) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court. Lucknow now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Northern Railway and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
02 - 05 - 2006 . 

[No. L-41012/46/99-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALhCUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW 

PRESENT: 

Shrikant Shukla, Presiding Officer. 

L D. No. 135/2000 (Knp Na 184/99) 

Ref. No. L-41012/46/99-IR (B-I) dated 5-7-1999 
BETWEEN: 

Shiv Kuinar, S/o Ram Dulare. 

C/oP. K Tewari, A. R. of Workman, 

96/196, Roshan Bajaj Lane, 

Old Ganeshganj, 

Lucknow. 

AND 

The Divisional Railway Manager, 

Northern Railway, DRM Office, 

Hazratganj, Lucknow. 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi referred the following dispute vide No. L-41012/46/ 
99IR (B-I) dated 5-7-99 for adjudication to Presiding Officer, 
CGIT-cum-Labour Court, Kanpur and was subsequently 
transferredby Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
Kanpur in compliance of Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi letter No. Z-13011/1/97-CLS-II dated 21-8-2000 
and received in the court of CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
Lucknow on 28-9-2000. 

“Whether the action of the Northern Railway in 
terminating the services of Shiv Kumar, Peon w.e.f. 
15-1-1993 was legal and justified ? If not what relief 
the workman entitled to T 

Worker s case in brief is that the worker Shiv Kumar 
was appointed as Peon in Haridwar on 6-5-90 and he worked 
there till 24-6-92. As a result of transfer as per orders of 
Divisional Railway Manager, Muradabad he was to work 
under Divisional Manager, Lucknow and was relieved on 
23-6-92. Shiv Kumar thereafter started working as Peon 
under CDO, Chaibagh, Lucknow. Shiv Kumar was further 
relieved and ordered to work under Rail Path Nirikshak, 
Ilnd Lucknow and started working there till 5-1-93 vide 
order No. 9/E/93 dated 15-1-93 the worker was transferred 
to Asstt Personnel Officer, N. R. Lucknow. Asstt. Personnel 
Officer Lucknow vide his letter No. 841E/2-2/C & W/92, dt. 
14-5-93 transferred the worker to PWI find, Lucknow and 
when the worker reached to PWI he did not permit the 
worker to join. Worker ultimately approached the railway 
administration since 11 -6-93, but the railway administration 
only gave assurance and did not provide the worker service 
benefits. Although the worker obtained the temporary 
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status. Worker has been laid off his duties after serving for 
4 years without notice, notice pay or compensation in 
violation of Section 25F of the I. D. Act. Worker has 
therefore prayed for reinstatement with all back wages and 
consequential benefits. 

Sr. Divisional Personnel Officer, N. R. has filed the 
written statement. Railway has denied that the worker was 
appointed under CDO, Haridwar and it is also denied that 
the worker worked as peon there from 6-5-90 to 24-6-92. It 
is alleged that Shiv Kumar played fraud to achieve the 
service, but he did not succeed in his evil design and 
brought the case making false allegation. It is also alleged 
that the worker's services were never transferred by DRM, 
Moradabad to DRM, Lucknow, instead the worker 
committed fraud and manipulation to get the job by undue 
means. Railways have enquired the matter from CDO, 
Haridwar and found that Shiv Kumar was not posted there 
as peon. There is also no sanctioned post of peon in the 
office of Senior Section Engineer (C & W), Northern 
Railway, Haridwar. Senior Section Engineer (CDO) (C & 
W), Northern Railway, Haridwar issued a letter No. RS/30/ 
CarriageAVages Haridwar dt. 12-7-2001 to clarify the stand 
of Railway administration. It is alleged that the claim 
statement filed by the Shiv Kumar is not maintainable as 
misconceived and liable to be rejected. 

The worker has filed the rejoinder in which he has 
reiterated the facts of the case taken upon the statement of 
claim. It is argued that if the worker’s employment at 
Haridwar was forged, then why he was allowed to join at 
Lucknow and why he was paid. In case there was forgery 
why no notice was given to him to get his explanation and 
why the matter was not enquired into. It is also submitted 
that the worker worked for more than 4 months after transfer 
from Haridwar. 

Worker has filed photocopies of the following 
documents; 

1. Relieving order dt 7-7-92 (signature not legible) 

2 Letter of transfer dt 11-12-92. 

3. Letter of relieving dt. 4-1 -93. 

4. Letter dt. 15-1-93. Relieved letter dt. 15-1-93. 
PWI Ilnd to APO, NR. 

5. Application of worker dt 16-4*93. 

6 . Letter dt. 4-5-93 of APO addressed to PW I Ilnd. 

7. Letter dt 11-6-93 of Asstt SectionEngr. to Asstt 
Personnel Officer. 

8 . Illegible pass copy. 

9. Pay slips Sept 1992, Oct. 1992, Dec. 1992. 

10. Application of worker dt. nil. 

11. Affidavit of the worker. 


Railways has filed following documents (photo¬ 
copies). 

1. Letter of CDO, Haridwar dt. 12-7-2001 that no 
worker named as Shiv Kumar worked in the office 
as peon from 1990 to 1992. 

2. Table of sanctioned post at SCE (C & W) 
Haridwar 

3. Original of SI. No. 1. 

4. Original of SI. No. 2. 

5. Affidavit of APO II with annexures. 

6 . Affidavit of CDO Haridwar with annexures. 

7. Affidavit .of APO Ram Kumar Sharma with 
annexures 

Photocopies of attendance register of CDO and 
record of allocation has also been filed by the CDO, NR, 
Sri Samay Singh. 

Worker has been cross examined by the Railway 
representative. 

Sri Samay Singh, CDO, Haridwar has been cross 
examined by the worker’s representative. Railway’s another 
witness Sri Raman Kumar Sharma, Asstt. Personnel Officer 
has not been cross examined by the representative of the 
worker although Railway’s representative produced him 
on 31-3-2003 and 24-2003. 

Case lingered for over five years in Central Govt. 
Industrial Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, Lucknow 

Following dates were fixed for arguments but the 
worker did not proceed with the arguments; 

12-7-2003 Worker moved application on 2-7-2003 and 
requested that the case taken up at Camp 

> Court, New Delhi. Application was disposed 
of by fixing 10-7-03 for argument at Camp 
Court, New Delhi. 

10-7-2003 Instead of arguing the case worker requested 
for recall for order dt. 4-6-2003 which was 
allowed. 

23-1-2004, 11-5-2004, 2-7-2004,15-11-2004, 9-8-2005, 
25-7-2005,23-8-2005 and 29-8-2005 was also 
fixed. 

Worker did not atgue and not filed written argument 
although the opportunity to file written argument w as given 
even on 5-9-2005 the last date of hearing, the worker 's 
representative tried to seek adjournment which was allow ed 
and 15 days time was given to file the written argument, 
but the worker did not file written argument. Railways did 
file the written argument on 29-8-2005. 

In the circumstances worker’s argument could not 
be heard. 



4606 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 27,2006/JYAISTHA 6,1928 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)j 


Worker alleges himself to have been appointed on 
6-5-90 for working as a peon under CDO, Haridwar. Who 
appointed him ? What is the appointment order reference 
No. not disclosed, in the statement of claim. Even pay slips 
of his employment has not been filed. 

Worker alleges himself to have worked there at CDO, 
Haridwar till 24-6-92 in para 1 of the statement of claim, but 
in the very second para of the claim statement he states 
that he was spared on 23-6-92. It is not understood that if 
he was spared on 23 -6-92, then how did he worked there till 
24-6-03. Railway’s case is that there was no post of peon at 
CDO, Haridwar nor the worker was appointed there. In the 
circumstances there is very heavy burden on the worker to 
prove that he was appointed as peon at CDO, Haridwar on 
6-5-90 and he worked as such till 24-6-92. 

Worker has stated in his cross-examination that he 
was appointed after written test and interview but no letter 
of the railways such as call letter for test and interview has 
been produced. He has not been able to tell as to how 
many days after the filling of the form he appeared in the 
written test He admits that he was given appointment letter, 
he also admits that he worked two years at Haridwar and 
he received pay slips. When asked as to where are these 
documents, he replied that he gave these to Manoj Babu. 
He also stated that he has no document pertaining to the 
service at Haridwar. He stated that he was given transfer 
order for transferring him from CDO Office, Haridwar to 
Lucknow Division, when it was asked as to where is that 
order, worker stated that Sri Manoj Babu took that document 
also. When he was questioned as to who is this Manoj 
Babu where he works, worker replied that he is not aware 
as to where Manoj Babu works. Exb. W1 paper no. 6/3 is 
the relieving order ordered to Divisional Railway Manager 
relieving the worker on 7-7-92 for joining at Lucknow. 
Worker was asked in the cross-examination as to who 
prepared and where it was prepared. Worker replied that it 
was prepared by Manoj Babu at Lucknow. He says that he 
did not carry with him from Moradabad. This fact proves 
the document to be not genuine. Further he states that he 
worked from 7-7-92 in CDO Office whereas according to 
statement of claim he started working at CDO since 
6-5-90 to 24-6-92. Worker’s cross-examination as recorded 
is reproduced below; 

“x x x By Mr. U. R. Bajpai, Advocate. 

ftft CDO 

%ft*5Rft^ft 90 ft’ Wlft % ^ ft I 3 Wf 

^3TT I ftft ffclfar hO*SJT •sffr *11I ftft 

TTT«r 2-4-6-8 sn^ft^ft ft T tfr^T ft ftft tftft I ^ t 

Me fttr«trIftfttftRift uft ft iftft ftn 

ftft ft tjft&K uft TT*fF fteci ft I % 
fftr I ftft 1 ft? 

ftb ^uq'ft T FTT% t ^ RiRan ^ fftcii ^MUtft 


% ^ ftflHHH 750-940 ft" 

ftf «txft ft ■s-tflft ft Rfm ft ‘tJd ft ftm sftt 
Iftftrtft 2 TTIeTtRFWE PbMi ITjftS?ft&Kft ftt 3a*i Rvtn fftcidi 
«it fftft ftift Ri*ti i ftft 9W wsT % i ftft trftgK ft’ w 

ftr ti«i*?ft e niu«i nsT % l Ttftt wm ft ft 

ftft cdo sR&r % w ^ ftsn: fvsci 

\ _ y * s rv 

vKSHBi HVS’tf ft ^THRR^r «ri I sJRT'fvt STTeTT ‘ReTT 
mi^ftt’Hft^^ft%ftl^5tDRMOfficeftw 7 FlT*ITI 
%" 2 Mg'**) *itff mefR ^ fftxn 

«f>T t !ftrFTft* WTTUTftft I <$*■$?')-i ft) ft Rptl aftt Ptk 

ft ftr Rift ft^f I t^^FT^T I 

^1$ % Ex W1 ^Tlft i^cfc< «bl 4 M % I ExWl^ 

■PRbJT ^ft WT-ra ft' «TT I Ex W1 ft 

W9Ft: ■ftfftvTT «TT I ytiewieft ciOT<S 

ft 

TRRpSf ^T^ft \ J frRT I ft ft e hi < i'3i 

iftft ft i ift fftff ^ fftn 8Ti ^ i 

T^RTWRExW2-l 

7-2-92 ft ft CDO ft Wt fftRI I 1993 ft 

PW1 %7TM fftRT \ 4IWWIM ft I 4-1-93 ft 

15-1-93 fftRH^ftft DRM«bWfd*t ft^lfttr^ft 

fftRT 1 ffttr \ 

Ex W3 CDO ft ftr^TT *TT 15-V93 ftt 

Ex. WlffttT«TT^Rft 

^ wrr T T^Rt t % ftft tbi'i'Jim t ^ ftt 

T F1tT% r^flo ftt 4>$HI 'krltl ft 

fftrftnysU’W^i 

■gft ft?R % 'em ^fmFT ftt Tft ft fftftt ft 1 ^rftft-2 
ft<H [Hd<1l *ITIftftft ExW5, Ex W6ExW7f iftft 
t Ex W5, W6 tr«TT W7 ft DOI (Date of Issue) 
1-5-9311 Ex W5, W6 ?tsiT W7^ ft Tfft f I ^ 
w ft fftr CDO ftrsir% ^tift ^rft ft 1 ^ 

ft'u^ftlftft^^'^^f^nft ift^ftftfwftft^rft 
«ni M 

Opposite party filed the affidavit of Sri Samay Singh, 
CDO, Haridwar i.e. paper no. 11/6. He has stated in para 3 
that workman Shiv Kumar was not posted from 6-5-90 to 
24-6-92 as peon in the office of CDO and his services had 
never been transferred to Divn. Railway Manager; Lucknow. 
It is also stated in para 4 that workman Shiv Kumar filed a 
photo copy of letter dated 7-7-92 issued by CDO, Haridwar 
is false and fictitious without signature or seal of any officer 
including deponent. No such issuance of letter is found in 
the office of CDO, Haridwar as per available record. 
Moreover the letter is prepared by applying mastermind to 
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get serviceon the basis of fake and frivolous letter having 
no genuineness. In the affidavit at para 5 to 7 are also 
relevant which are reproduced below: 

Farm 5: “That it is also revealed from the office of 
C & W Haridwar that there inthe office of CDO there are 24 
sanctioned post for different cadres amongst them there is 
no post of peon is sanctioned by the competent authority 
inthe office of CDO, Haridwar. In this connection a chart 
belonging to sanctioned post in the office of C&W 
Haridwar dt. 16-6-01 is hereby annexed as Annexure No. 1 
to this affidavit.” 

Para 6 : “That deponent issued a letter no. RS-30/ 
C&W/Haridwar dt 12-7-01 to Asstt. Personal Officer, NR. 
Lucknow Division, Lucknow in which it is clarified that 
applicant Shiv Kumar was not posted in year 1990 to 1992 
on the post of office peon or any other post under the 
control of deponent as per available records in the office of 
deponent so that no question of transfer of his services 
from CDO, Haridwar to DRM, Lucknow arises. A true copy 
of letter dt. 12-7-01 is annexed herewith as Annexure No. 2 
of this affidavit. ” 

Para 7: “That the stale claimant has been submitted 
before this Hon blc Tribunal to mislead the court as well as 
Railway Administration by making false and fabricated 
grounds without any documentary support. The claim 
statement as well as reference is misconceived and liable 
to be rejected in favour of the Railway Administration for 
the sake of justice.” 

The CDO aforesaid was cross-examined by the 
representative of the worker Sri P. K Tewari subsequently. 
Representative of worker was given opportunity to inspect 
the register was again permitted to further cross-examine 
the CDO Sri Samay Singh crossed examination of CDO is 
reproduced below: 

“x x x By MrP. K. Tewari 

1994 7) Coaching Depot Officer, NR Divn. 

$R5R3 1994 % 95^ 

11^ eRfiK Carriage Foreman % ^ TC 
751 ^ l 1990-91 ^ Carriage Foreman i 

M 1990 7^ 1992 CDO 5 RfiK % "'FFtfcrFI 3 ^ 
■^RRTt I ^ "=15? 

an I sffr ^ 3 371^ ^TFRTT f 1^90-92 

CDO 5%R tftW f gR 3 gff aftr1 STFT f 1 ift 
CDO ^ ^ £ <H4>i sifafl 5tnrt i 

qiHaci % I 

x x x Tribunal 

U. : WU *pTT7 ITT ITR £1 

: Tfwt £ °pnR 1FT ^ 

^ % i ia 3fr % 15 17 ^5T ' s Tr | =r irff % i 


xxx Learned AR given opportunity to inspect 
register before cross-examination. 

f$FT 3>HK H jjjtt'W *R&K ^ '53TT % ^7 ^ 

?TPP7teri CDO ^TT^FT, WSF&i ^ ^ ^ 

7Jtrt TTprgnrR ^ vi 7to*t r hit i 

^TffRPRt^ P?» A). &ki gKI ftw 

3>hk 7) ’Hflfufl *k! qRs«d£f 

£ I” • 

Opposite party also filed the table of sanctioned and 
vacant post dt. 16/30-6-2001 i.e. paper no. 11/9, but no 
where it is found that there is any post of peon in the C&W 
Depot, Haridwar. Opposite party has also filed letter of 
CDOdt 12-7-2001 ie. paper no. 11/10. 

On the one hand the worker has stated in his cross- 
examination that he was never daily wager, he has stated 
that he was regularly appointed employee of the railways. 
On the other hand he has stated in para 10 of the claim 
statement that he has worked from the date of appointment 
till 11-6-93 and since he has worked for more than 170 days 
he has attained temporary status. 

It is pertinent to mention here that the issue referred 
to this court is whether the action of the Northern Railway 
in terminating the sendees of Shiv Kumar Peon w.e.f. 
15-1-93 was legal and justified. Meaning thereby the case 
before this court is not that worker was terminated after 
11-6-93 as the worker has tried to allege in para 10 of the 
statement of claim. It is not a case of Shiv Kumar that he 
was a casual labour employed by the management of the 
Railways on daily wage basis. It is also pertinent to mention 
here that 3 pay slips filed by the worker*shows DOI 
1-5-93. It is argued on behalf of the railways that DOI is 
date of issue. The learned representative has argued that 
these pay slips are also fictitious prepared for the purpose 
of this case. 

Worker has not specifically pleaded in his statement 
of claim as to when he joined the services of DRM, Northern 
Railway, Lucknow. The document Exhibit W2 filed by the 
worker alongwith the statement of claim is under the 
heading of the notice where in it is written that ADGMII, 
(LKO) has accorded approval for transfer between Shiv 
Kumar/Peon under CLC, Lucknow in scale of Rs. 750-940 
(KPS) withSmt Ram Kumari/Peon under PWI-II, Lucknow, 
Shiv Kumar may be spared to report PW1 (LKO) Smt. Ram 
Kumari may be spared to report CDO/MB/CB, Luckriow 
this document purported to have been signed by APO, 
NR, Lucknow on 11-12-1992. This document is inthe nature 
of office order and this also does not show as to when the 
worker joined the DRM office at Lucknow. The another 
exhibit W3 annexure 3 of statement of claim also does not 
go to show as to when Shiv Kumar joined the office under 
CDO. 
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Even for the argument sake if it is taken for granted 
that worker did join in DRM, Lucknow any day after 
11-12-92 then whether the worker has right to continue. 

Worker has stated in the statement of claim that the 
office ofPWI-II relieved him on 15-1-93 and thereafter the 
workman has not been allowed to work as has been stated 
in para 5 ofthe statement of claim. The question is whether 
he was validly appointed employee of the Railway in the 
CDO, office at Haridwar. From the evidence on record I am 
of the considered opinion that worker testimony is not 
trustworthy. He has based his claim on the false story and 
false document that exliibit 1,2 of statement of claim. The 
alleged relieving letter of 7-7-92 is fictitious and forged. I 
also come to the conclusion that worker was never 
appointed in CDO, Haridwar under DRM, Moradabad at 
any stretch of time nor he was transferred from CDO, 
Haridwar. Even it is presumed that he worked 120 days 
under DRM, Lucknow and has completed 120 days, he 
cannot get the temporarily status. Worker has alleged in 
the statement of claim that why the worker was taken on 
duty in Lucknow and why he was paid wages in case the 
appointment of the worker was forged and why no 
explanation was called for and why the enquiry was not 
conducted, this is material in the case. 

The representative of the opposite party has argued 
that the principle of equity' and equitable doctrine can not 
be applicable in the case of fraud. The worker Shiv Kumar 
can not be legally called a railway employee and he cannot 
claim the benefit of getting temporarily status. Even if he 
proved that he worked for few days in the railways at 
Lucknow. The learned representative ofthe opposite party 
has filed photocopy of Central Administration Tribunal, 
Principle Bench. New Delhi in O. A. 2668/2002 with OA 
2669/2002 and O. A. 2670/2002 Naveen Kumar Singh, Dean 
Bandhu Singh and Rishi Kesh Singh Vs. Union of India 
decided on 18-11-2004 in New Delhi which is very' material 
in passing of the award in the present case. The order of 
the Central Administrative Tribunal, Principle bench. New 
Delhi is reproduced below: 

ORDER 

As the controversy' involved in all the three OAS is 
the same, these are being disposed of by one common 
order. For the sake of convenience, the particulars 
given inO. A. No. 2668/2002 are being mentioned in 
this order. 

The applicant in this OA lias approached the 
Tribunal with the prayer to restrain the respondents from 
terminating his services till the final disposal of OA or till 
the finalisation of criminal case filed against him. 

The facts of the case in brief are that the applicant 
was initially appointed as Kliallasi in Western Railway and 
was posted at Kota vide letter dt. 2-12-96 (Annexure-I). He 
submitted an application for transfer from Western Railway 


to Northern Railway on 31-10-97 due to his family 
circumstances. He was transferred to Northern Railway 
and was relieved vide order dt 20-5-98 (Annexure-A2). He 
reported for duty in the office of DRM, New Delhi on 
21-5-98 and was posted at Railway Station Rohana Kalam 
vide order dt. 2-6-98 (Annexure A3) from where he was 
transferred to Khekhra. He, however, received a notice on 
21-6-2002 from Delhi, Special Police Establishment (SPE) in 
terms of which he was directed to appear before the SPE, 
CBI, Jaipur on 27-6-2002 (Annexure A5). He appeared before 
the Inspector of Police, SPE, CBI and was charged for the 
offences under sections 120B, 420,407,471IPC and under 
the provision of Prevention of Corruption Act, he was 
arrested on the same day. His bail application was rejected 
by the District Court but later, the Hon’ble High Court 
granted him bail. The respondents department in the 
meantime placed him under suspension vide order 
dt. 4-7-2002 (Annexure AT). It has been stated that no final 
decision has yet been taken in the criminal case filed by 
the CBI against him. However, the respondents have taken 
a decision to terminate his services alleging that the 
applicant had secured appointment fraudulently by 
producing a false appointment letter He has, however, not 
received any termination order so far. According to him, 
such a decision by the respondents is arbitrary and 
unconstitutional. It is contended that in similar 
circumstances, three Khallasis whose services had been 
terminated on the allegation that they had secured 
appointment fraudulently, had filed as O. A. (No. 135/94) in 
this Tribunal, the Tribunal had quashed the impugned 
verbal termination order which had been passed without 
holding any disciplinary enquiry. The Hon’ble High Court, 
Delhi had also dismissed the writ petition of the 
respondents in that case. It has been claimed that he was 
appointed as regular Khallasi and his services could not 
have been terminated without holding an enquiry and 
giving an opportunity' of hearing and following the 
principles of natural justice. 

The respondents have filed a counter reply in which 
they have taken a stand that CBI who had investigated the 
matter have come to the conclusion that the applicant has 
obtained the appointment and later on the transfer order 
based on forged documents. During investigation it has 
also been proved that the application never remained 
posted at Kota before he was transferred to Northern 
Railway, New Delhi. Thus, the applicant cannot claim 
himself to be a Railway employee as the appointment was 
itself secured based on a forged and fabricated document. 
The investigation also reveals that his request for transfer 
was forwarded with a forged letter and the relieving order 
is also false and fraudulently prepared. On the basis of 
enquity report filed by CBI, the applicant was arrested and 
remained behind the bars and as per the Railway Servants 
(D & AR) Rules, he was deemed to have been placed under 
suspension with effect from the date of detention. The 
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applicant was, therefore, suspended on 4-7-2002 (Annexure 
A7). They are not aware of the status of criminal case 
pending against him. As the applicant is not being treated 
as a Railway employee as he had obtained the appointment/ 
transfer based on fictitious orders, there is no need to 
initiate any disciplinary action under the Railway Servants 
(D & AR) Rules. The procedure for conducting enquiry is 
required to be followed only in case a Railway employee 
only. The services of the applicant were accordingly 
terminated vide letter dt. 6-9-2002. 

The main point raised by the learned counsel for the 
applicant was whether the services of a permanent Govt, 
employee could be terminated without any enquiry and 
without giving him an opportunity to explain his position. 
According to him, the applicant in this case was a permanent 
employee of the Railways, whose services were transferred 
from Western Railway to Northern Railway on his request. 
He worked in Northern Railways from 1998 onwards. He 
was issued a notice in June 2002 by the CBI, who had filed 
a FIR against him, based on which he was arrested and 
thereafter granted bail. The charge against him is that he 
got the employment based on forged documents and then 
got himself transferred to Northern Railway by a forged 
transfer order. The criminal case filed against him is still 
going on in the court and no final decision has been taken. 
Since he was jailed, he was suspended by the respondent 
Department and thereafter his services have been 
terminated w.e.f. 6-9-2002 by a verbal order. No termination 
order has been issued to him so far. According to him, his 
services could not have been terminated without any 
enquiry and the applicant should have been issued a show 
cause notice and due opportunity was required to be given 
to defend himself in accordance with law. The learned 
counsel cited several judgements in support of his 
contention viz ATJ1999 (2) SC 190 inthecase of Radhey 
Shyam Gupta Vs. U.P. State Agro Industries Corpn.; ATJ 
2000 (1) 453 in the case of Smt. Sunita Shamia Vs. UOI and 
others and SCJ 2004(2) 315 in the case of Ravi Prakash 
Shiv hare Vs. UOI and others and SCJ 2002 (1) 242 UOI and 
others Vs. Lt Genl. M. S. Sandhu. It has been held in these 
judgements there where the termination is preceeded by 
an enquiry and evidence is received and findings as to 
misconduct of a definitive nature, are arrived at behind the 
back of officer and where on the basis of such a report the 
termination order is issued, such an order will be violative 
of principles of natural justice. Further termination without 
a show cause notice is in violation of natural justice. In the 
case of Ravi Prakash Shivhare (supra) when the employee 
was removed from service on the charge of producing false 
certificate for securing appointment, the Tribunal had 
quashed the order of termination as the employee was 
denied the reasonable opportunity of defend himself. In 
the case ofLt. Genl. M. S. Sandhu (Supra) the Hon’ble 
Delhi High Court held that a mere FIR is no conviction. The 
teamed counsel for the applicant stated that the present 


case is frilly covered by these judgements. In the instant 
case, the allegation against the applicant that he secured 
employment on forged documents has not yet been proved. 
CBI have merely filed an FIR, based on which the services 
of the applicant can not be terminated. 

The teamed counsel for the respondents vehemently 
opposed the above contentions of the learned counsel of 
the applicant. His stand was that the applicant cannot be 
called Govt, employee, as he secured the employment by 
fraud and consequently the provisions of Railway Servants 
(D&AR) Rules are not applicable in his case and as such 
no departmental enquiry was necessary for terminating his 
services. He drew my attention to the report submitted by 
the CBI based on the .detailed investigations made by 
them. According to this report, Sri M. M. Gupta, Sr. Clerk 
working in Engineering department in Western Railway at 
Kota during 1998 to cheat the railways by dishonestly and 
fraudulently procuring employment for these three 
applicants as Khalasis. The investigation revealed that the 
applicant neither appointed nor he ever remained posted 
in Kota Division.,Sri N. M. Gupta had prepared fictitious 
and forged transfer order for the transfer of the applicant 
to Northern Railway. These transfer letters were accepted 
by the Northern Railway on the belief that these were 
genuine ones. All the three applicants had thus been 
continuing in Railways. The CBI started its investigation 
on a source report to the effect that these applicants had 
secured employed based on fictitious and forged transfer 
orders. The applicants during investigation had also 
admitted that he had bribed Sri Gupta for securing the 
employment. 

7. The learned counsel for.the respondents placed 
reliance on a number of judgments in which it has been 
held that in such a case where the appointment is procured 
based on fictitious certificates. It is ab initio void and can 
be terminated without any show cause notice. One such 
judgment is reported as 2004 (2) SLJ Vol. 2 page 1 in the 
case of R. Viswanatha Pillai Vs. State of Kerala and others 
in which case the SC certificate produced by him for securing 
appointment was found to be false and his services were 
terminated. It was pleaded that the provisions of Article 
311 of the Constitution were not followed. It was held that 
the benefit accrues to a person who holds civil post but 
the applicant had been appointed by fraud and his 
appointment was void ab initio. In another case of Ram 
Preeti Yadav Vs. U. P. Board of High School and 
Intermediate Education and others (2003) 8 SCC 311, the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court held that “once the fraud is proved, 
it deprives the person of all advantages or benefits obtained 
thereby delay in detection of or in taking action will raise 
no equities equity fraud relief on equitable grounds 
misplaced.’’ It was further held that in cases of mass 
copying principles of natural justice need be strictly 
complied with. In yet another case of Virendra Pal Singh 
Vs. UOI and another 1/2003 Swamynews 43 (Jodhpur) in 
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O.A. No. 204 of 2000 and others, it was held that “The 
principle is well established by the Apex Court that 
appointments made the rules, have no validity. Those who 
come by back door have to return by the same back door 
and cannot claim the protection of the principles of natural 
justice and cannot challenge the cancellation of their 
appointment order on the ground that they were not given 
any show cause notice. Such appointments in fact can be 
terminated at the option of the employer by letter simpliciter, 
as held by the Apex Court in UOI Vs. M. S. Bhaskaran 
[1995 (suppl) 4 SCC100]”. 

The learned counsel for the respondents also cited 
judgments of the Hon’ble Supreme Court (2003) 8 Supreme 
Court cases 319 in the case of Ramendra Singh Vs. Savitri 
Devi and others, in which it was held that fraud is Anahema 
to all equitable principles and any affair tainted with fraud 
cannot perpetuated of saved by the application of any 
equitable doctrine including res judicata. 

9. The learned counsel for the applicants, however, 
countered the above arguments by stating that in all these 
cases the allegation of fraud had been proved but it is not 
so in the instant case The case is yet to be finally decided 
by the court. The services of the applicants cannot be 
terminated merely based on a FIR filed by the CBI, without 
following the principle of natural justice. 

10. Fromthe facts and circumstances of the case and 
taking into consideration the detailed report of the CBI, it 
is evident that the applicant had secured employment and 
thereafter arrange his transfer to Northern Railway through 
forged and fabricated documents. The applicant during 
his interrogation by the CBI had confessed that for this 
purpose, he had bribed M. M. Gupta a conspiracy was 
hatched by the applicants in connivance with Sri Gupta to 
pay a fraud on railway in which they succeeded to a great 
extent. It was only a source report the investigation of 
which revealed the truth. A criminal case has been filed by 
the CBI against Sri Gupta also. It is interesting note that 
the applicant neither in OA nor the learned counsel for the 
applicant during the course of arguments made any 
statement to the effect that the applicant had been 
appointed after due process of selection. Had he been 
appointed after proper procedure of selection, he would 
have certainly brought the relevant facts to the notice of 
the Tribunal. Here was an opportunity afforded to him by 
the Tribunal, if notbythe respondent department, to explain 
his position. The very fact that the applicant has remained 
silent on this aspect of the matter and his counsel also did 
not raise this point at all, is adequate proof that the 
applicant had not entered the Govt service through honest 
and valid means. Even if an opportunity was given to him 
by the respondent department to explain his conduct, the 
result would not have been different. It is also intriguing to 
note that the appointment letter dt. 2-12-96 (Annexure Al) 
stated to have been issued to the applicant mentions that 


he has been appointed as Khalasi on permanent basis. No 
employee is appointed on permanent basis from day one. 
Even those who are selected through UPSC and other such 
bodies against permanent posts, are normally issued 
appointment letters with the condition that they will be 
confirmed only after successful completion of probation 
period of one/two years. But in this case, the applicant is 
stated to have been appointed on permanent basis to the 
post of Khalasi from the day the appointment letter was 
issued to him. This is another indicator that this letter of 
forged. As mentioned above the learned counsel for the 
applicant did not even once make a suggestion that the 
applicant had joined the railways through the process of 
selection. He could not do it for obvious reasons, as the so 
called appointment and transfer letters were forged ones. 
The only point emphasized by him was that the applicant 
could not have been removed without enquiry and an 
opportunity having been given to him to explain his 
position. The judgments cited by the learned counsel for 
the applicant in support of his contention can be 
distinguished to the extent that in those cases, although 
the appointments were secured by producing non genuine 
certificates but the applicants had been appointed after 
following the due procedure of selection. In this case, the 
applicant was never appointed at all or worked in Kota 
division even after the issuance of the so called 
appointment letter dt. 2-12-96 (Annexure A-l). The 
appointment letter itself was forged. Thereafter he procured 
forged letter of transfer based on which he joined in 
Northern Railway. The detailed investigation made by CBI 
and the facts and circumstances explained above, hardly 
leave any doubt that the applicant got into the service by 
playing a fraud on the Railways. The question of equity 
and principles of natural justice raised are relevant only if 
the applicant had entered Govt, service through valid 
process of selection and appointment. His appointment 
and transfer secured by a fraud was void ab initio and as 
such he had no legal right to ask for a departmental enquiry 
and any opportunity to be given to explain his conduct 
before terminating his services. The CBI had afforded him 
an opportunity at the time of investigation where he had 
conceeded that he had bribed Sri Gupta to secure the 
employment. In such a case, there was no need for further 
enquiry and giving him another opportunity to explain his 
position, as held by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case 
of R Vishwanathan Pillai and Ram Preeti Yadav (supra). 
The principles of equity and equitable doctrine cannot be 
applicable in the case of a fraud. In fact, as stated by the 
respondents, the applicant cannot be legally called a railway 
employee, as he got into the service through forged letters. 
In such a situation, he is not entitled to any relief 
whatsoever which is available to a Govt, employee. As 
observed in the judgement of Vijendra Pal Singh (Supra) 
“those who come by the back door, have to return by the 
same back door and cannot claim the protection of the 
principles of natural justice.” In fact in such a case, it is not 
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enough to terminate the services of such employees, but 
the salary and allowances received by them through 
fraudulent means should be covered and they should be 
appropriately dealt with according to. law, so that such 
tendencies on the part of Govt employees are curbed. 
Hopefully, these aspects of the matter will be considered 
by the appropriate court, in accordance with law, in the 
criminal case going against the applicant and others. 

11. As a result of the above discussion, I do not find 
any merit in the OAs filed by the applicants which deserves 
to be dismissed. All the three OAs mentioned above are 
accordingly dismissed, without any order as to costs. 

18-12-2004 
New Delhi 

SclZ- 

CS. K. MALHOTRA) 
Member(A) 

In the aforesaid circumstances firstly it is not proved 
with the reliable evidence that the worker was ever employed 
by the railways at CDO, Haridwar nor he was transferred 
thereafter and therefore there is no question of termination 
dt. 15-1-93 even if it is taken for granted that he worked in 
fake and fictitious transfer order and joined at railways in 
such a case it is enough to terminate the services of such 
employee. The issue is therefore answered in favour of the 
management against the worker. In fact in such a case it is 
not enough to terminate the service of such employee the 
salary and allowances received by him through fraudulent 
means should be recovered and he should be appropriately 
dealt with according to the law so that such tendencies on 
the part of such workers can be curbed. 

On the discussions above workman is not entitled to 
any relief. Award is passed accordingly. 

Lucknow 

28-4-2006 

SHRKANT SHUKLA, Presiding Officer 
2 ^, 2006 

3TT. 2079.—1947 (1947 
14) *?kt 1 7 % mm&A arm 

3 mm aNtfirer 

aifimwsFr , sraNa> % iw an$ 

101 / 2001 ) ^ 

2-5-2006 ^3TI «rr i 

f 12012/488/2000-31^ 3TTC(^-I)] 

arapi^iTR, 


NewDelhi, the 2nd May, 2006 

S.O. 2079.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. L D. 
101/2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Lucknow as shown in the Axmexme in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
die management of State Bank oflndia ai*l thefr workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
02-05-2006. 

[No. L-12012/48&tt000-JR(B-I] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
nUBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW 

PRESENT: 

Shrikant Sbukla, Presiding Officer. 

LD. No. 101/2001 

Ref. Order No. L-12012/4831/2000-IR (B-I) 
dated 22-6-2001 

BETWEEN: 

Regional Manager, 

State Bank oflndia. 

Zonal Office Civil Lines, 

Barreily-243001. 

AND 

ShriSagar Singh, 

S/o Shri Seesh Ram, 

Nagal .Jatt, Post. Klias, 

DistBiznor. 

AWARD 

Government Oflndia, Ministry ofLabour, has referred 
following schedule for adjudication to Presiding Officer, 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-LabooeCowt, 
Lucknow under reference older No. L-12012/48S/2000-IR 
(B-I), dated 22-6-2001. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank 
of India inierminating the services of Shri Sagar% 
Singh, S/o Sh. Seesh Ram Singh wstf. 1-1-91 is 
justified ? If not, to what relief he is entitled T 

The brief facts of the worker’s case sure that tlie 
worker was appointed as a messenger in State Bank of 
India, Nagal jatt, Biznor under appointment letter No. VPS/ 
42/263, dated 1-12-1980. Worker remained in the said service 
from time to time. Worker has further alleged that he was in 
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continuous service as a messenger or so-called canteen 
boy from 1988 to 2000. Worker has put in 98 days service 
upto October 1991 and from 1991 he is workingin the Bank 
as canteen boy. The wages were Rs. 350 per irionth and' 
subsequently it was raised to Rs, 500. The worker has 
alleged that the full scale wages have not been paid from 
1991 till date for which the worker is entitled Worker has 
prayed as following: • ••;'•■(••• ■ Lv ; 

(1) That reinstatement, ip Bank’s service from . 
retrospective effect with full back wages and <, 
other consequential benefit. 

(2) The payment of difference between the scale 

salary and which has been paid to the worker 
during his service -'fudifi-^Nov. 91 the date of 
reinstatement.: >... ■ ^ .. t 

The worker has filed following documents (photo¬ 
stat copies) : . < u ... 

(1) Reference order, dated22-6-2001. Paper No. 7/8. 

(2) Letter of Regional Manager addressed to 
messenger Rajendra Kumar. Paper No. 7/9. 

(3) Letter of Branch Manager, dated 29-3-88 

addressed to Employment Officer, Biznor. Paper 
No. 7/10. r 

(4) Letter of Employment Officer, dated 22-10-88 
addressed to Branch Manager. Paper No. 7/11. 

(5) List of applicant from Directorate of Training 
and Employment, U.P. Paper No. 7/12. 

(6) Letter of Branch Manager addressed to Regional 
Manager, dated 1-12-88 informing that the worker 
Sagar Singh has been engaged for leave vacancy 
from 1-12-88 to 10-12-88. Paper No. 7/13. " 

(7) Letter of Branch Manager, dated 19-4-94 
addressed to the worker that he worked as temp, 
messenger from 1 Dec. 1989 to 31 October, 1991 
for 98 days only. Paper No. 7/14. . 

(8) Letter dated 16 Aug 1994 of Asstt. General 
Manager to Branch Manager asking for the 
report. Paper No 7/15. 

(9) Latter of Branch Manager to Asstt. General 

Manager, dated 24-8^94: regarding the 
deployment of worker. Paper No. 7/ 16. : ■ 

(10) Letter of Branch Manager, to Asstt. General 

Manager, dated 6-1-95 (not legible contents). 
Paper No: 7/17. :,.U' 

(11) Letter of Branch Manager to Asstt. General 

Manager, dated 3-2-95 (contents not legible). 
Paper No. 7/18. .. .• ; ...... 


, (12) Letter of Branch Manager to Asstt. General 
. ‘ ( Manager,'dated 6-4-95 regarding temporary 
. y ~ {t ‘ ’ employees, Paper No. 7,/19- .. 

• (13) Letter of Branch Manager to Asstt. General : 
.! : Manager, dated 4-^12*95 and 5-1*95 regarding 

f •• worker. Paper No. 7/20 and 7/21: 

(14) Details ofworking of the worker from 1-12-88 to 
31-10-91 i.e. total 98 days. Paper No. 2/22. ' 

! (15) Details of payment to the worker as canteen boy 
from 1-1-91 to 1-9*2000. Paper No. 2/23 to2/26.‘ 

Branch Manager, Nagal Sot of State Bank of lndia . 
has filed the canteen statement. Brief facts of the case are 
that the Messenger Rajendra Kumar of the Bank proceeded 
on leave for 10 days i.e. 1-12-88 to 10-12-88 and for this 
period in temporary arrangement the worker was appointed 
to meet the needs. It is also submitted that for the welfare 
of the staff, every branch of the State Bank oflndia has a 
Local Implementation Committee of Staff Welfare which is 
independent to Bank’s establishment. In the said 
committee, there has been arrangement for running canteen 
from which staff of the Bank is facilitated on their own cost 
and price The Bank has nothing to do with the functioning 
and arrangement of the said canteen. For running the 
canteen smoothly canteen boy is requested and his 
furictibn arid duty are confirmed to the said canteen and 
the emoluments in lieu of service of canteen boy is also 
given to him from funds ofLocal Implementation Committee. 
Worker has given mis-statement in the statement of claim. 

It is Submitted that the worker has absolutely arid wrongly 
without any basis has claimed himself to be an employee 
of the Bank and further that he had worked for 98 days 
continuously in the Bank contrary to it facts remain that 
the worker’sengaigement in the Canteen has been as Canteen 
boy and was paid wages from the fund of Local 
Implementation Committee. The worker was not employed 
under the establishment of the Bank in any capacity. The 
question of making appointment as per his claim does not 
arise in a subordinate service of the Bank. 

Opposite party filed following documents (Photo¬ 
stat Copies): , ; ' : . 

(1) Letter of Branch Manager to Regional Manager, 
dated 1-12-88 regarding engagement of the 
worker in leave vacancy. (Paper No. 5/6). 

, (2) Letter of Branch Manager regarding engagement 

. of the worker for 98 days..from 1-12-88 to 

. ' 31-10-91. (paper No. 5/7). 

,,, (3) Details of payment to the worker as Canteen 
Boy. (Paper No. 5/8 to 5/1). 

(4) Case Law 2000 AIR 1518. State Bank oflndia 
and others Vs. State Bank of India Canteen 
: ,: Employees Union. (Bengal and others) (Paper 
No. 5/12 to 5/21). 






(5) Case Law 206t) Aik Supreme Court-838. The 
7 N edungadiBajsk Ltd- ygf&rB Madhavankutty 
i, undothets. (Paper.hto.5/22 to3/25L t ■ . • *■ 

(6) t Case Law 1998 Ub KM702O.P Shite Electricity 


: Coitrt-i;U P,, K^uf. (f^p6rNo. 5/16 *69/28). 
Worker has examined himself and lie has been cross- 




Opposite party has examined as appellant he has 


V evidehce"dflj:y^d^ r ' ,:i '' i "• 

Worker has,stated an oath that # E iT ^ 

^ 3991 # ^ 3ftt wz <sp ^ 

"4^ Pi^l^RT <= ti< ^t 7 !^ 3ttr <rf^2000k # riuim qfft 


; Incross-exaininahon the worker hasstated thaC* 1991 


j't,*; U’/' 




^ m <f?T 98 ftp! m* f3PTH##89 ft 91 wftftssft 
^ 98 f^n I' ’Worker has further stated in 

cress-examinations 91 ft WriFT 20-22 ftpt WT%*n I 
TR1990 W l iff-19 ^ Win, Y984 % 30—35 % eTWT W 

.J. :■[„■.-jZL ;-v7i>: V/ \'rw-. ,X? f 

r ; - ‘r ^jpa NKIH ^RtFF*}?, YfH ; 4ft*K 

■^r ^ism*? ^simt ■ •• : : ■■■■•• 


;: »u, 4 h mv 3 ? wm ft tftpr ftt t-ftra 

>^lloi ft jftPHttfflft-f 


spritfti’'.. ' ; 




m ft wtar 11 ^ 91 4 3 ^ 2.1 90 ft 1 6 

%, 89' #48 Iftft 1988 ft 13%T*ffm faW f-T ? ' • * ; "’ 

1 ., ? ,. f ,* SiVjft.(prjft sfoiita ft *1N. it sift-2 

4 } Sit}; “T^t I; ft.ftwK 


**r ftriftfttf faftrnftr 1 • ?: '■ ■ ,?v/vri " i, ' C!;! ;' •" : ‘'- 

; , . According to paper No. 7/14 fijled by the workman 


1 -12-88 to 3M0r91 worked paly for 98 days, There is no 


Wod?Cf wasefipgMfomjj#^ day s before 1-11 -91 

that too the service was not crihtimtou^rine. fie was 
engaged intermittently according to the need.; t ?. 

The worker’s representative has stated that he can 
not help, according to the worker’s evidence himself he 
Has'worked for 98 days. So far as the engagement of worker 


is headed by the President and Secretary. If this argument 
iS taketi that the canteen boy, comes tihdeP the Bank 


of India and others V/s. r State Bank of India Canteen 
B^ployoeSlMkmfBcWgaKTrf cleVan^ Othersis attracted. 
HonTHe the-Suprertie Court has held “The'Canteen run by 
the Local Implementation Committee (LIC) as per the 
Scheme franiedby SBI are nbn-statutory; non-recognised 
dahtdens. ‘iBfrrployees of (he canteen which are run at 
various branches by the Local Implementation Committee 


on31-10-91 and he was paid on 1-11-1991. 


.employees of the Bank a$ the Bank is not having statutory 
contract obligation or obligations arising under the award 
to run such canteen.** r ~ ‘ : 

■ Titi worfeer^s representative does hot disagree with 
the C;ise r La^ during arguments. ^ ’ ' 4 

In the circumstances the worker’s engagement by 
the Local Implementation Committee is nothing to'do with 
the Management of State Bank of India.' 

According to the worker, if he Was riot re-engaged 
by the State Bank of India Branch W.e.f; 1-11-91, could 
have brought'^ ckti^ ,intl^ ( r^onabl^ .lime, but he has 
espoused the cause after a lapse of several years. 

vitKjJ. rail? h'.l ■'.br? •**/, 1 ^'"1 

There is no protection to the workers who put only 

48 days working in a whole year. The law i.e. Industrial 
Disputes Act, 19^7, provide ihe.pr^t^p.to qnly those 
workers who have put in 240days w/^t within g Galendar 
year prior to their terminatipa, not otherwise. S TI^ worker in 
the profit case;had no protection. Oj^e careful 
consideration of evidence on record I came to the 
conclusion that the worker Was engaged in the beginning 
on leave vacancy, thereafter he -was* engaged as Arid when 
the need arose ajad he* worked for a. total No. .of 98 days 
from. 12*8$ 10 31-10-91, (therefore; the action of the 
Management of State Bank of India in disengaging him on 
1-11-91 and onwards, is not illegal or unjustmed iSSiie is 
therefore answered in ^firidative; The woriceniS not entitled 
to any relief, - 

•_.1i 27thApril, 1 2006 ; v I 

*■» SHRI KANT SHUKLA, Presiding Officer 
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[ri. ^T-12012/34/2004-3^ m ( «ft-I) ] 
3T3P? 3>*1K, ■3lf^jKt 

. New Delhi, the 2nd May, 2006 

S.O. 2080.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. ID-41/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswarnow as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Cuttack Gramya Bank and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on2-5-2006 

(No. L-12012/34/2004-IR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRffiUNALTTJMLABOUR COURT, 
BHUBANESWAR 

Present: 

ShriN.KR. Mohapatra, 

Presiding Officer, C.G. I.T.-cum-Labour Court, 
Bhubaneswar. 

Industrial Dispute Case No. 41/2004 
Date of Passing Award—31st March, 2006 
Between: 

The Management of the Chairman, 

Cuttack Gramya Bank, Head Office, 

Friends Colony, Bajrakabadi, 

Cuttack-753 001 ... 1st Party-Management 

AND 

Their Workman, Shri Laxmidhar Panda, 

Plot No. E/71, Sector-7, Markat Nagar, 

C.D. A., Cuttack-753 014 ... 2nd Party-Walkman 

Appearances: 

Mr. Prasanna Kumar Mishra : For the 1st Party- 

Management 

Shri Laxmidhar Panda : For Himself, the 

Workman. 


AWARD 

The Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, 
in exercise of powers conferred by Clause (d) of sub-section 
(1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14of1947) have referred the following 
dispute for adjuthcarionvide their Order no. L-12012/34/ 
2004-IR-(B-I), dated 14-06-2004. 

“Whether the action of the Management of Cuttack 
Gramya Bank having its Head Office at Cuttack in 
dismissing the services of Shri Laxmidhar Panda, a 
Protected workman w.e.f. 21-6-2003, a major penalty, 
without providing reasonable opportunity to defend 
himself and following the principles of natural justice 
as well as in violation of Section-33 of I D. Act is 
legal and justified ? If not, what reliefthe workman is 
entitled to” ? 

2. The 1st Party-Management is a banking institution 
created under the Regionr! Rural Bank Act (RRB) Act, 
1976. Earlier it was styled as .httack Gramya Bank but after 
the present reference it ha been renamed and styled as 
Kalinga Gramya Bank and h 'reafter it is referred as bank. 
After the award ofthe National Industrial Tribunal the Staff 
Service Regulation of 1980 was replaced by another 
Regulation named as “Cuttack Gramya Bank Officers and 
Employees Service Regulation 2000”, hereafter referred as 
1st and 2nd Regulations respectively. 

3. The admitted case of both parties as follows : 

The disputant employees Shri Laxmidhar Panda, 
hereinafter referred as disputant joined the bank as a 
Qishier-cum-Clerk in 1978 and subsequently got promoted 
to Scale-I officer grade and designated as Field Officer. He 
was charge-sheeted on 27-3-2003 and dismissed from 
service on 21-6-2003 on the allegation of gross misconduct, 
negligence and dereliction in duties including disobedience 
of order and official circulars. Since during that time he was 
the Vice-President of the 2nd Party union, the concerned 
Union declared him and few others as protected workmen 
and submitted a charter of demand on 20-5-2003. As the 
Bank did not recognize him as a protected workman and 
paid no heed to the demands a dispute was registered in 
the file of the Asstt. Labour Commissioner (Central). During 
conciliation proceeding the bank took the stand that the 
disputant was not a workman within the definition of the 
Industrial Disputes Act and on 21 -6-2003 dismissed him 
from service pursuant to the result of the enquiry. As a 
result the Union in question raised another dispute under 
Section 3 3-A of the Industrial Disputes Act contending 
that the dismissal of the workman during pendency of the 
conciliation proceeding was bad under law the same having 
not been done with the prior permission of the appropriate 
authority. This gave rise to several other litigation in 
different forms before the Hon'ble High Court and in the 
meantime the present reference was received from Central 
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Government in thdr letter dated 14-6-2004 for adjudication 
of the following dispute. 


"Whether the action of the Management of Cuttack 



w.e.f. 21-6-2003, a .major penalty, without providing 
reasonable opportunity to defend himself and following 
the principles of natural justice as well as in violation of 
section-33 of I.D. Act is legal and justified. If not, What 
relief the workman is entitled to” ? 

4. Besides challenging the propriety and legality of 
the order of dismissal passed against the disputant, the 
2nd Party-Union in his Claim Statement alleges that under 
the Regulations of the Bank the disputant has no doubt 
been designated as a Field Officer but in practice is doing 
the work of a clerk. The post of Field Staff is a higher grade 
of clerical staff having no managerial or supervisory power 
but under its Regulation the bank has put him and others 
under the category of “Officers” for convenience of 
business management of the bank. None of the employees 
put under the category of “Officer” in the Regulation have 
got any independent supervisory, administrative and 
managerial powers over the other employees. They have 
been entrusted with duties of clerical in nature with the 
responsibility to contact the customers for business 
promotion of the bank. Though they have been designated 
as "Officers” they are mainly entrusted toperform the work 
as a clerk when they are posted in Branch offices and fields. 
Neither the Branch Manager not any other officer of the 
bank has got the powers of appointment or to grant service 
benefits or take any disciplinary action against any staff of 
the bank. Therefore the disputant and all other employees 
felling within the category of “Officers” are all “workman” 
under the definition of the term as defined under the 
Industrial Disputes Act and as such the plea of the 
Management as taken before the condtiation officer that 
the disputant is not a workman stands to no logical 
reasonings. Coming to the departmental proceeding and 
the order of dismissal it is further averred by the Union that 
suffident opportunity to defend himself before the enquiry 
officer was never given to the disputant but in the result 
the proceeding was closed ex parte arbitrarily and as such 
the order of dismissal is liable to be strucked down with a 
direction for reinstatement of the disputant with full back 
wages. 

5. Talking about the status ofShri Panda the so called 
workman, it is averred by the Management that under the 
Officers and "Employees Service Regulation 2000, officers, 
Br. Managers, Area Manager and Senior Managers come 
under the cadre of Group-A officers and their are mainly 
administrative and supervisory in nature. Three scale of 
pay such as Junior Management Scale-I, Middle 
Management Scale-II and Scale-Ill have been prescribed 
for these officers and the same is different from scale of 


pay and other benefits provided to clerical staff coming 
under Group-B cadre. The officer such as Manager; Fi?ld 
Officer and Officers come under Scale-I and on their 
promotion they go to Scafc-ffas Manager (Scale-II), Senior 
Manager sod Area Manager. As per the Regulation these 
officers are designated differently as specified by the Board 
of Directors from time to time with the approval of the 
Central Government and assigned different duties for 
promoting the banking business. The so called workman 
Shri Panda being an officer of Scale-I was designated 
accordingly as a Field Officer in Junior Management Grade 
Scale-1 and was drawing a salary of Rs 18,496 per month 
by the time he was dismissed from service on 21-6-2003. It 
is further contdhded by the management that an officer 
designated as Field Officer can be posted as a Branch 
Manager of a Branch Bank and such Branch Manager can 
also be posted as Field Officer on their transfer to some 
other branches. Each Branch Bank mainly consists of one 
Manager, one Field Officer, Two Clerks and one Messenger. 
Out of these the Manager and Field Officer may be of same 
grade of Scalc-Ijar one may be of Scale-H and the other is 
of Scale-I. But if officers of similar scale are posted in a 
branch the senior-most person is designated as Branch 
Manager while the other is designated as Field Officer, 
Depending upon their place of posting they are also 
designated merely as “Officer and “Inspecting Officer”. 
These officers from Scale-I to III are vested with several 
powers and they are accountable and responsible for 
exercising such powers, which includes the power of 
supervision and administrative control over other staff. 
Depending upon their place of posting they also exercise 
the powers of sanctioning loan within their sanctioning 
powers as prescribed by the Board. The Junior 
Management Grade officers posted as Branch Manager 
also enjoy the powers to settle the debts claim of deceased 
depositor, recommend for release or non-release of annual 
increments of clerks and messengers of their branch and 
maintain their C.C.R etc., recortunond for disciplinary’ action 
and issue office orders for smooth functioning of their 
branch bank etc. On the basis of the above it is pleaded by 
the Management that the duties performed by a Branch 
Manager or Field Officer as also the other officers falling 
under Group-A category are purely supervisory and 
managerial in nature and as such the disputant ran not be 
regarded as a “Workman” within the definition of Industrial 
Disputes Act and as such the Regional Labour 
Commissioner (Central) was neither competent to registered 
a case under section 3 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act 
against the management nor the present reference is 
maintainable under law. Alternatively it is also pleaded by 
the Management that the departmental proceeding on the 
basis of which Shri Panda has been dismissed was fairly 
conducted with due opportunity to the delinquent officer 
to defend himself and that therefore the order of dismissals 
is also otherwise just, proper and proportionate to the 
charges and not open to challenge. 
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6 . On the basis of above pleadings of both the parties 
the following issues were framed. \ 

, .."V ...issum 7 .77 


1. Whether the Tribunal has got jniisdk^km to 
■ try the case ? 

2. Whether Shri Laxmidhar Panda is a Work- 
' man? / 

3. Whether Shri Laxmidhar Panda is a protected 
worionan? ;, .. 

4 , 

4 Whether the domestic enqiriiy initiated against 
the workman was fair and proper and the 
punishment imposed was proportionate to the 
charges ? 

5, Whether the workman has been dismissed 
from service in violation of Section 33(1) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act ? 

6 . If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 

to? 77 7 . ..”. 7 ;; 7 

7. Besides producing several documents the 
Management has examined 4 witnesses of whom M. W. 1 
is an Area Manager who enquired into the charges against 
Shri Panda: M. W. 3 is a Senior Manager who has testified 
about the various duties of the Field Officers and other 
officers, M.W. 3 is the General Manager who has testified 
about the duties of a Field Officer as also the duties 
performedby Shri Panda as Inspecting Officer in Inspection 
and Audit Deptt. of the Bank. He has also deposed about 
the charges levelled against Shri Panda, the so called 
workman andM. W.4 is a Senior Manager of the bank who 
has testified about the various duties of different officers 
including that of Shri Panda. 

8 . From the side of the 2itd Party-Union the so-called 
workman Shri Panda has been examined as W W. 3, W. W. 
2 is another dismissed Field Officer who is involved in 
I. D. Case No. 40/2004 disposed of today and W W. 1 is a 
Field Officer of Koraput-Panchabati Grainya Bank. 

Issue No. 1 &2 : 

9. These issues are taken up first the same being the 
prime issue. 

To say that the disputant as well as all other officers 
classified as Group-A Officers in the Regulation of 2000 
are all workmen within the definition of the term of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, the Union has pleaded in the 
following manner in different paras of its Claim Statement. 

Para 8 ; That according to Regulation 2000 of the 
Bank two authorities namely the Chairman and General 
Manager have been declared as the “employer” of the 
employees those who are working in the establishment. 
These two designated authorities have beeft supervising 
and controlling the services of different categories of 
employees according to the Regulation of 2000 The 
Chairman and the General Manager are not the employees 


of the establishment but have been posted on deputation 
on the pleasure of the sponsored UCO Bank. Therefore, 
:the sponsored Bank is indirectly supervising and 
controlling the service of, the employees as well as 
functioningoftbc GramyaBank. 

Para 1© : Except the Chairman and the General 
Manager of the Batik, no other officers and employees 
have been empowered to manage and supervise the Bank 
and employees. Hence all the employees have been 
declared as “Workman” as defined under the Industrial 
Disputes Act 1947, except the Chairman & General Manager. 

Para 15 : That the officers have no independent 
supervisory and administrative and managerial power over 
die other employees of the hank. They have been entrusted 
duties of clerical nature having responsibility to contact 
the customers for promotion of the business of the Bank 
Though the designation ha& been given to them as 
“Officers” but the main job have been entrusted to them to 
work as Clerk* when they are in branch office and field 
Therefore, it is untrue that officers of Cuttack Gramya Bank 
have been discharging the duties of managerial and 
supervisory in nature. It is pertinent to mention here that 
neither file Manager of the Branch nor any of the officers 
of the bank has ever been entrusted the duties and 
responsibilities to appoint any employee and grant them 
service benefit, nor has any authority to control the services 
of the other staff by taking the disciplinary action. 
Therefore the officers including the 2nd Party'Workman 
(disputant) work under the direct supervirion and control 
of the Chairman and the General Manager of the Bank as 
per the prevailing Regulation. 

10 . For better appreciation of the case the 
classification of officers as contained in the Regulation of 
2000 is reflected as under: 

(1) Group-A Officers: 

(i) Scale-! -r • 

(u) Scale-II 
(ni) Scale-Ill. „ . 

With designation in relation to any of the scale as : 
(i) Officers . 

(li) Branch Manager, 

(iii) Area Manager 

(iv) Senior Manager 

- and such other scales or designation as may be 
specified by the Bank from time to time with the approval 
of the Central Government. 

11 It is not disputed that a Branch Manager may be 
of Scale-II cadre or Scale-I cadre. It is also not disputed 
that Field Officer like the disputant come under Scale-I 
officer cadre and they can also be posted as Branch 
Manager of that cadre and that when posted in office they 
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are simply known as officer with or without any other 
designation. Iri its alive quoted pleading the Onion has 
claimed that all the GroUp-A cadre officers Come under the 
definition of workman in as much as none enjoy the power 
of supervision*)! administration. mother words it is claimed 
that the,nature of work of all these Groop-A officers is 
purely clerical and similar while the power of Supervision, 
control and administration lies exclusively with the 
Chairman and the General Manager of the Bank. 

12 . It is the settled law that where the Management 
claims that the work of employee is supervisory and 
managerial, the burden of provfn$ such fact lies on the 
Management. in ah httenipt t6 jprove the same the 
Management has produced various documents of which 
Exts. 13 to it, 19; 123,26,27 series, 28 series and 30 are 
found to be more relevant. Ext -13 is a circular of 1998 
regarding lending and non-lending powers of the officers. 
Ext.-14 is attotheroircdar dated 10^1-1997 regarding the 
duties and responsibilities of A'ddl. Officer and Field 
Officers. Exi.-ffiiKanotherK^cularda^ 6*12-1993 

to the duties and responsibilities of Additional Officers 
posted at Branches ahd Field Officers. Ext.-16 is another ’ 
circular dated 2(WM998 regarding delegation of 
adnunisfifahvOpowers to various officers. Ext.-l 7 is a letter, ' 
dated* 15-4-2002 addressed to dll Branch Managers and * 
offices to follow the circular dated lfr-10-1998issued in : 
resped Serf'seftlemefit ofdeeeaSed drifts. Bxt‘^19 is another - 
ci rcnlardued 8-lu-l 990 issued in regard to maintenance of 
Aimual Confidcntial Performance Appraisal Report of staff 
members. Ext *23 is another circular dated 21-6-2003 relating 
to cancellation of specimen signature of tire dilutant- 
workman after he was dismissed from service. Ext -26 is a 
ci rcular dated 28-9-1995 regarding the role of the Inspecting : 
Officer: Ext.-27 series are the various official documents u 
such as vouchers, performance appraisal reports,; loan 
sanction orders etc issued under the signature of the 
disputant as a Nfenager of Raisuguda Branch. Ext. -28 series 
relates to various official documents of another branch 
namely Panikoi li Branch issued under the signature of the 
disputant as the Branch Manager of that branch and Ext- 
3 0 is the Official circular dated 13-8-1991 relating to the : -- 
duties and functions of Field Officers ; ' ' 

13, As stated earlier the workman witness No. 3 is , 
nope but the so-called workman of the case while W. W. 2 
is the so-called workman of another case I D. 4O/2Q04. 
Both of them have been dismissed from service on'a single 
day in two different proceedings wlule they were working 
as Field Officer (Scale-I cadre Officer). Ip their lengthy 
affidavit evidence they , have claimed that except doing the 
clerical work pope of the Group-^ officers including 
themselves Had the power of exercising control over the 
subordinate staff. They had equally no independent power 
of sanctioning loan to the public Qr the power of 
sanctioning leave to the subordinate staff. In a similar 
breath they have also claimed neither of these officer 
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command the power of supervision or administration. The 
competent authorities such as the Chairman and General 
Mdnagbr are the sole aitfhorfty of sanctioning every kind 
of loans irrespective of ity quantum and they ate the sole 
persons to exercise administrative and supervisory control ■' 
over the rest employees. During cross-examination they 
have denied each of the suggestion of the Management 
blatantly even though these suggestions are circular bused 1 
In other words they have deposed -as" if they are totally 
ignorant of the circulars and orders issued fry the 
competent authority. A Comparison of their above evidence 
with the circualrs/office orders noted in the previous para 
would reveal that these witness have destroyed the truth 
by overstating their own Case. ; c ; ^ 

: 14- From the reading of the documents mentioned . 
earlier it is clear that after the ffidus^ 

award and the reconunendaticm gtyen by an Equation > 
Committee these circulars hgye been issued detailing 
therein the various duties and powers bf the offerers of 
different grade including that of the post of Field officer 
which both W. W. 2and W. W. 3 were holding prior to their 
dismissal from service. These circulars/ortters show, as 
deposed by the Management witness, that rippers of all 
grade enjoy both supervisory .and administrative control 
depending upon their places of posting designation wise. 
Ext.-13 and its annexure dated 12-3-1998 show that the 
Branch Manager of Scale-l and II Area Manager Senior 
Managers enjoy both lending and non-lending powers and 
for each of them separate limits have been Mod depending 
upon the nature and type erf loans. Similarly in the purchase 
committee headed by the General Manager, Senior 
Manager of different departments have been made members 
and officers like Branch Manager (Scale-I and II), Area 
Manager have been empowered to settle the claims of 
deceased persons within their prescribed Jimjts; Similarly 
in the year 2002 a fresh guideline has been issued (vide 
Ext.-17) to Branch Manager ($cate-I arid H)* Amn Manager, 
Senior Manager, CAD, Head Office prescribing their 
monetary limit to settle the claims in respect of ciedit balance 
in the accounts of deceased depositors where no 
nomination is available. Alike wise Under another circular 
dated 20-8*1998 (Ext -16) admuustiatirepewers have been 
delegated to officers hkeSeauctf Manager (Personnel Admn. 
Dcptt ). Area Manager, Manager of both Scale-1 and n to 
grant C. L., E. L., Surrender leave andsanctiofis T. A. bills, 
LFC/LTC Bills, jdmng time leave, fesfiyal advmK«, medical 
aid expenses of their reqrective staff members within their 
limits prescribed therein. . 

, 15. Admittedly the ffispujanf was a Scale-I officer 
and he was designated as Field Officer. It is the admitted 
case of both parties that, Br. Manager (Scale-1) and Field 
Officers are interchangeable: In a Branch rite seniorperson, 
is posted as a Branch Manager while the junior is posted 
as Field Officer. Depending Upon these posting they are 
also required to work as officer without any special 
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designation when they are posted in General 
Administration Deptt as the disputant was once posted 
as evident from the record. This shows that depending 
upon their place of posting these officers exercise different 
powers but that does not mean that they are different from 
the other. From the various circulars referred to earlier it is 
crystal clear that when a Field Officer is posted as Branch 
Manager he would be enjoying the lending and non-lending 
power and the power of exercising control over his 
subordinate staff by granting them different types of leave 
and sanctioning their T. A., L.T.C. bills etc. Likewise when 
the self same officer is posted as Field Officer he is naturally 
required to do a different types of job nonetheless both 
administrative and supervisory which is evident from 
circular dated 13-8-1991 (Ext.-30) issued on the basis of 
National Industrial Tribunal award. This circular details 
the duties and functions of a Field Officer as follows : 

Duties and Functions of Field Officer 

1. Survey the village under the Area of operation 
of the Branch as per Reserve Bank of India 
guidelines relating to Service Area Approach. 

2. Identification of borrowers, canvassing of loan 
applications, conducting of village meetings 
and scheme formulation. 

3. Receipt, Preliminary Scrutiny of loan 
applications and obtaining required 
particulars. 

4. Processing of loan applications, pre-sanction 
visit to the borrowers farm/site, appraisal of 
loan proposals and recommendation for 
sanction. The report of the pre-sanction visit 
must be noted down in the pre-sanction visit 
register. 

5. Obtaining required documents from the 
borrowers, renewal of documents etc. 

6. Distribution of loans and verification of 
utilization of loan. Suitable arrangements for 
disbursement of kind component. 

7. Post-sanction visits to borrowers, follow up 
and recovery. Periodical contact with 
borrowers, reporting of the adverse features 
of borrowers. 

8. Preparing papers/notices for certificate case 
[Section 4(1)] filing of Suits, OPDR cases in 
case of defaults etc. etc. 

9. Liaison with government and other agencies 
connected with Agricultural Development. 

10. Attending various meetings such as BLCC, 
BLBC meetings, D. C. C. meeting etc. (if called 
for specially) convened by the Government as 
well as non-Govemment agencies as directed 
by Managers of the branches. 


11. Providing technical guidance to branches/ 
customers various aspects of developmental 
work. 

12. Maintenance of D.C.B., Register, Preparation 
of Statements in connection with advance and 
others. 

13. Balancing of loan accounts. 

14. Deposit Mobilization and Promotion of thrift. 

15. Besides, Field Officer should know the day- 
to-day Banking Transactions, Preparation of 
vouchers, release of vouchers, preparation of 
supplementary, cashbook, G. L., G.L. B. etc. so 
that in absence of the Manager, he can hold 
the Branch charge and other duties assigned 
by the Manager from time to time. 

16. Thus the duties of a Field Officer or the Branch 
Manager are found to be both administrative and 
supervisory in nature! So also the duties assigned to Senior 
Manager; Area Manager are equally of that nature. Further¬ 
more Ext.-27 and 28 series show that most of these 
documents have been admittedly signed by the disputant 
as the Branch Manager ofRaisuguda and Panikoli Branch 
during 1989 and 1994 respectively. In his evidence he claims 
that for temporary period he was asked to function as Branch 
Manager in both the above two places. He.further claims 
that the Br, Manager has got no power to sanction loan or 
to meet any contingent expenses. He further claims that as 
a Branch Manager he had no power to appraise the 
performance of other staff. But all these are found to be 
contrary when compared to his above documents marked 
under Ext -27 and 28 series. To quote some of these, Ext-27 
shows that he himself has sanctioned money for some 
daily expenses, Ext.-27/2 and 27/4 shows that he has himself 
sent Performance Appraisal Report of staff members. 
Ext.-27/5 to 27/8 shows that he himself has sanctioned some 
loans to the public and that he has done all these as the 
Branch Manager ofRaisuguda Branch. Likewise on perusal 
of Ext.-28 series it appears that the disputant has discharged 
similar and other duties of administrative in nature while 
working as the Branch Manager of Panikoli Branch. 
Admittedly all the Gramya Banks have been formed under 
the R. R. B. Act and each such bank is controlled by its 
sponsored bank and a common pattern of service 
Regulations have been adopted by all these banks. W. W. 
1 a Field Officer of the Koraput-Panchavati Gramya Bank 
has been examined to lend support to the case of the Union. 
But during trial the self-same witness has deposed contrary 
to the stand of the Union on several aspects. His evidence 
in the other hand is found to have lent sufficient support 
to the case of the Management in the matter of powers 
exercised by the Branch Manager and other officers of 
“A” Category. In his evidence the disputant-workman 
(W. W. 3) has also admitted that the duties of a Field Officer 
like him was to make investigation to ascertain the eligibility 
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of a customer to get loans and submit an Appraisal Report 
thereof by limiting the amount of loan to be placed before 
the competent authority for sanctioning of loan within his 
lending powers. He has also admitted in his evidence that 
the Field Officers have been entrusted with duties and 
responsibilities to mobilize deposits by contacting 
resourceful persons of the area and submit Appraisal Report 
for sanction of loan. He has also stated that each month 
Field Officers used to go on tour minimum for 20 days a 
month to ascertain the proper utilization of loan amount. 
He was also stated that the Field Officers are authorized to 
pursue recovery of unpaid loans and to make publicity in 
the locality about different schemes of the bank by 
arranging seminars, village meetings etc. and for this he is 
required to type out documents and papers, maintain 
village-wise registers. 0. C. B. Registers, loan balancing 
registers and loan registers and used to calculate interest 
on loan accounts etc. At para 14, 16 to 22 of his affidavit 
evidence he has also narrated about the other duties as 
contained in Ext.-30, all pointing at a single direction that 
the work performed by a Field Officer was not basically 
clerical in nature. It was rather a mixture of both Managerial 
and Supervisory nature as evident from the various 
documents noted earlier. While narrating about the afore- 
stated duties of a Field Officer the disputant has of course 
given an explanation each time that the Field Officer used 
to do all these under the direction, administrative control 
and supervision of the competent authority and that except 
the said authority no other officer was competent to utilize 
his Appraisal Report or to exercise control over his work. 
But as these explanations are found to be contrary to the 
official circular and orders the same cannot be accepted. 
Rather for extending such explanation the disputant can 
be accused of distorting the real fact with the sole aim of 
misleading the Tribunal. 

17. It was argued on behalf of the 2nd Party-Union 
that to declare a person’s job as managerial or supervisory 
it is to be established that the person concerned had the 
power of taking disciplinary action against the staff, he 
had the power of sanctioning leave of the staff and that, he 
was capable of taking independent decision so as to bind 
the Management, and that there being no such evidence 
about exercise of such power by the disputant-workman 
he is to be treated as a workman as defined under Section 
2(S) of the Industrial Disputes Act, his job being purely 
clerical in nature. It be noted here that, with reference to 
the term ‘ Workman” as defined under Section 2(S) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, the Apex Court have held in the 
case between the Management of Sonepat Co-operative 
Sugar Mill Ltd. Vs. Ajit Singh reported in 2005-1 -LLJ-SC 
1122 that:— 

A person would come within the purview of the said 
definition if he (i) is employed in any industry and 
(ii) performs any manual, unskilled, skilled, technical, 
operational, clerical or supervisory work. The job of 
a Clerk ordinarily implies stereotype work without 


power of control or dignity or initiative or 
creative ness. The question as to whether the 
employee has been performing a clerical work or not 
is required to be determined upon arriving at a finding 
as regards the dominant nature thereof with a-view 
to give effect to the expression to do “any manual, 
unskilled, skilled, technical, operational, clerical or 
supervisory work” the jab of the concerned employee 
must fall within one or the other category thereof. It 
would therefore not be correct to contend that merely 
because the employee had not been performing any 
managerial or supervisory duties ipso facto he would 

be a workman. 

♦ 

18. It is pertinent to quote a legal saying that man 
may lie but a document would never lie. Therefore, when 
the documents produced by the Management squarely 
speak of the various duties of different officers including 
that of the disputant and such ditties being administrative 
and supervisory in nature, it can hardly be believed, as 
claimed by the Union, that the job of all the officers falling 
under Group-A are clerical in nature. In the case of Young 
Women’s Christian Association of India reported in 2005- 
l-LLJ-643 (Delhi) it has been held that:— 

“It is to be presumed that the employee does the job 
that he or she is employed to do. This is of course a 
rebuttable presumption the onus being on the 
employee to show that he or she was actually doing 
some other work he or she was employed to do.” 

19. Therefore in the face of the documents and the 
oral evidence adduced by both the parties and by taking 
into account the pay scale of the disputant it can safely be 
said that the Union has miserably failed to rebut the above 
presumption of law and aS^uch its argument that all the 
Group-A Officers including the disputants are workman 
within the meaning of the term falls to the ground as the 
dominant nature of duties of these officers are neither 
clerical, nor technical nor skilled or unskilled or devoid of 
dignity. Therefore, considering the evidence adduced by 
both parties, I hold in totality of the entire evidence both 
oral and documentary that neither the disputant so-called 
workman ShriL.D. Panda nor any of Group-A Officers fall 
within the definition of workman and as such the reference 
is held to be not maintainable. 

Issue No. 3 to 6: x 

20. In view of the above finding on Issue No. 1 and 2 
answering of other issues become redundant and as such 
needs no answer. 

21. Accordingly the reference is answered as not 
maintainable with the observation that the Government 
would have avoided the perpetuality of the litigation had 
the Conciliatory Agency been little investigative before 
recommending the case to the Government. 

Dictated and corrected by me. 

N. K. R. MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer ' 

■* 

' < 


1458 GI/06—23 
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[U T^cT-12012/33/2004-3^ 3TR (^t-I) ] 
$F3Fl 5»HT<, ^^6 3rfri3iTd 
New Delhi, the 2nd May, 2006 

S.O. 2081.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 40/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Cuttack Gramya Bank and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 2-5-2006 

[No. L-12012/33/2004-IR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRlBlJNAL-aJMLABOUR COURT, 
BHUBANESWAR 

PRESENT: 

Shri N. K. R. Mohapatra, 

Presiding Officer,, C. G.I.T. -cum-Labour Court, 
Bhubaneswar. L 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 40/2004 

Date of Passing Award—3 1 st March 2006 
'' ' ’ BETWEEN 

The Management of the Chairman, 

Cuttack Gramya Bank, Head Office, 

Friends Colony, Bajrakabadi, 

Cuttack-753001 .1 st Party-Management 

AND 

Their Workman, Shri Manoj Kumar Kar, 
BrajabandhuKutira. D-214, Sector-6, 

Market Nagar, CD A, Cuttack-753014 

^ * .2nd Party-Union. 

APPEARANCES: 

Mr. Prasanna Kumar Mishra : For the 1st Party- 

Management. 

Shri Manoj Kr. Kar : For himself, the 

Workman, 


AWARD 

The Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, 
in exercise of powers conferred by Clause (d) of sub-section 
(1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of1947) have referred the following 
dispute for adjudication vide their Order No. L-12012/33/ 
2004-IR(B-I), dated 14-06-2004 

“Whether the action of the Management of Cuttack 
Gramya Bank having its Head Office at Cuttack in 
dismissing the services of Shri Manoj Kumar Kar, a 
Protected workman w.e.f. 21-6-2003, a major penalty, 
without providing reasonable opportunity to defend 
himself and following the principles of natural justice 
as well as in violation of Section 33 of I.D. Act is 
legal and justified ? If not, what relief the workman is 
entitled to ?” 

2. The 1st Party-Management is a banking institution 
created under the Regional Rural Bank (RRB) Act, 1976. 
Earlier it was styled as Cuttack Gramya Bank but after the 
present reference it has been renamed and styled as Kalinga 
Gramya Bank and hereafter it is referred as bank. After the 
award of the National Industrial Tribunal the Staff Service 
Regulation of 1980 was replaced by another Regulation 
named as “Cuttack Gramya Bank Officers and Employees 
Service Regulation 2000”, hereafter referred as 1 st and 2nd 
Regulations respectively. 

3. The admitted case of both parties as follows :— 

The disputant employee Shri Manoj Kr. Kar, 
hereinafter referred as disputant joined the bank as a 
Cashier-cum-Cleik in 1981 and subsequently got promoted 
to Sfcale-I officer grade and designated as Field Officer. He 
was charge-sheeted on 29-11-2002 and 27-3-2003 and 
dismissed from service on 21-6-2003 on the allegation of 
gross misconduct, negligence and dereliction in duties 
including disobedience of order and official circulars. Since 
during that time he was the District Secretary of the 2nd 
Party Union, the concerned Union declared him and few 
others as protected workmen and submitted a charter of 
demand on 20-5-2003. As the Bank did not recognize him 
as a protected workman and paid no heed to the demands 
a dispute was registered in the file of the Asstt. Labour 
Commissioner (Central). During conciliationproceeding the 
bank took the stand that the disputant was not a workman 
within the definition of the Industrial Disputes Act and on 
21 -6-2003 dismissed him from service pursuant to the result 
of the enquiry. As a result the Union in question raised 
another dispute under Section 33-A of the Industrial 
Disputes Act contending that the dismissal of the workman 
during pendency of the conciliation proceeding was bad 
under law the same having not been done with the prior 
permission of the appropriate authority. This gave rise to 
several other litigation in different forms before the Hon’ble 
High Court and in the meantime the present reference was 
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received from Central Government in their letter dated 
14-6-2004 for adjudication of the following dispute:— 

“Whether the action of the Management of Cuttack 
Gramya Bank having its Head Office at Cuttack in 
dismissing the services of Shn Manoj Kumar Kar, a 
Protected workman w.e.f. 21-6-2003, a major penalty, 
without providing reasonable opportunity to defend 
himself and following the principles of natural justice 
as well as in violation of Section 33 of I D. Act is 
legal and justified ? If not, what relief the workman is 
entitled to V 

4. Besides challenging the propriety and legality of 
the order of dismissal passed against the disputant, the 
2nd Party-Union in his Claim Statement alleges that under 
the Regulation of the Bank the disputant has no doubt 
been designated as a Field Officer but in practice he is 
doing the work of a clerk. The post of Field Staff is a higher 
grade of clerical staff having no managerial or supervisory 
power but under its Regulation the bank has put him and 
others under the category of “Officers” for convenience of 
business management of the bank. None of the employees 
put under the category of “Officer” in the Regulation have 
got any independent supervisory, administrative and 
managerial powers over the other employees. They have 
simply been entrusted with duties of clerical in nature with 
the responsibility to contact the customers for business 
promotion of the bank. Though they have been designated 
as "Officers” they are mainly entrusted to perform the work 
as a clerk when they are posted in Branch offices and fields. 
Neither the Branch Manager nor any other officer of the 
bank got the powers of appointment or to grant service 
benefits or take any disciplinaiy action against any staff of 
the bank. Therefore the disputant and all other employees 
falling within the category of “Officers” are all “workman” 
under the definition of the term as defined under the 
Industrial Disputes Act and as such the plea of the 
Management as taken before the conciliation officer that 
the disputant is not a workman stands to no logical 
reasonings. Coming to the departmental proceeding and 
the order of dismissal it is further averred by the Union that 
sufficient opportunity to defend himself before the enquiry 
officer was never given to the disputant but in the result 
the proceeding was closed ex parte arbitrarily and as such 
the order of dismissal is liable to be struck down with a 
direction for reinstatement of the disputant with full back 
wages. 

5. Talking about the status of Shri Kar, the so called 
•workman, it is averred by the Management that under the 
Officers and Employees Service Regulation 2000, Officers, 
Br. Managers, Area Manager and Senior Managers come 
under the cadre of Group-A. officers and their duties are 
mainly administrative and supervisory in nature. Three scale 
of pay such as Junior Management Scale-I, Middle 
Management Scale-II and Scale-Ill have been prescribed 
for these officers and the same is different from the scale of 


pay and other benefits provided to clerical staff coming 
under Group-B cadre. The officers such as Manager, Field 
Officer and Officers come under Scale-I and on their 
promotion they go to Scale-II as Manager (Scale-II), Senior 
Manager and Area Manager. As per the Regulation these 
officers are designated differently as specified by the Board 
of Directors from time to time with the approval of the 
Central Government and assigned different duties for 
promoting the banking business. The so called workman 
Shri Kar being an officer of Scale-I was designated 
accordingly as a Field Officer in Junior Management Grade 
Scale-1 with effect from 20-2-1990 and drawing a salary of 
Rs. 16,867 per month by the time he was dismissed from 
service on 21-6-2003. It is further contended by the 
Management that an officer designated as Field Officer 
can be posted as a Branch Manager of a Branch Bank and 
such Branch Manager can also be posted as Field Officer 
on their transfer to some other branches. Each Branch Bank 
mainly consists of one Manager, one Field Officer, TVvo 
Clerks and one Messenger. Out of these the Manager and 
Field Officer may be of same grade of Scale-I or one maybe 
of Scale-II and the other is of Scale-I. But if officers erf 
similar scale are posted in a branch the senior-most person 
is designated as Branch, Manager while the other is 
designated as Field Officer. Depending upon their place of 
posting they are also designated merely as “Officer” and 
“Inspecting Officer”. These officers from Scale-I to III are 
vested with several powers and they are accountable and 
responsible for exercising such powers, which includes 
the power of supervision and administrative control over 
other staff. £>epending upon their place of posting they 
also exercise the power of sanctioning loan within their 
sanctioning power as prescribed by the Board. The Junior 
Management Grade officers posted as Branch Manager 
also enjoy the power to settle the debts claim of deceased 
depositor, recommend for release or non-release of annual 
increments of clerks and Messengers of their branch and 
maintain their C.GR. etc, recommend for disciplinaiy action 
and issue office orders for smooth functioning of their 
branch banjc etc. On the basis of the above it is pleaded by 
the Management that the duties performed by a Branch 
Manager or Field Officer as also the other officers falling 
under Group-A category are purely supervisory and 
managerial in nature and as such the disputant cannot be 
regarded as a “Workman” within the definition of Industrial 
Disputes Act and as such the Regional Labour 
Commissioner (Central) was neither competent to registered 
a case under Section 3 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act 
against the management nor the present reference is 
maintainable under law. Alternatively it is also pleaded by 
the Management that the departmental proceeding on the 
basis of which Shri Kar has been dismissed was fairly 
conducted with due opportunity to the delinquent officer 
to defend himself and that therefore the order of dismissal 
is also Otherwise just, proper and proportionate to the 
charges and not open to challenge. 



4622 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 27,2006/JYAISTHA 6,1928 


[Part II —SEC.3(ii)] 


6. On the basis of above pleadings of both the parties 
the following issues were framed: 

Issues: 

1. Whether the Tribunal has got jurisdiction to 
try the case ? 

2. Whether Shri Manoj Kumar Kar is a 
Workman? 

3. Whether Shri Manoj Kumar Kar is a protected 
workman? 

4. Whether the domestic enquiry initiated against 
the workman was fare and proper and the 
punishment imposed was proportionate to the 
charges ? 

5. Whether the workman has been dismissed 
fromservice in violation of Section 33(1) of the 
Industrial disputes Act ? 

6. If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
to? 

7. Besides producing several documents the 
Management has examined 7 witnesses of whom M.W. 1 is 
a senior Manager of the bank who has testified both about 
the various duties of the officers of the bank as also the 
charges framed against the so called workman Mr. Kar. 
M W 2 is the enquiring officer, M.W. 3 is the General 
Manager of the Management bank who has also deposed 
about the duties and responsibilities of the officers. He 
has also testified about the fact that had lead t o framing of 
charges against Shri Kar. M.W. 4 is a senior Manager and 
MW 5 is a retired Senior Manager who have deposed 
about the powers and duties enjoyed by different officers 
of the bank as also about the duties performed by Shri Kar 
in different capacity as an officer cadre personnel. M.W6 
is an Area Manager under whom Shri Kar had worked as 
an officer in the Area Office of Cuttack, M. W 7 is a Cleik- 
cum-Cashier of the bank who has testified about his own 
duties and the duties of his superior officer/controlling 
officer. 

8. From the side of the 2nd Party-Union the so-called 
workman Shri Kar and another named Shri D. Lenka who 
has equally been dismissed from service while working as 
Field Officer have been examined as W.W, 2 and 1 
respectively. 

Issue No. 1 & 2 

9. These issues are taken up first the same being the 
prime issue. 

To say that the disputant as well as all other officers 
classified as Group A Officers in the Regulation of2000 are 
all workmen within the definition of the term of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, the Union has pleaded in the following 
manner in different paras of its Claim Statement. 

Para -8 : That according to Regulation 2000 of the 
Bank two authorities namely the Chairman and General 


Manager have been declared as the “employer” of the 
employees those who are working in the establishment. 
These two designated authorities have been supervising 
and controlling the services of different categories of 
employees according to the Regulation of 2000. The 
Chairman and the General Manager are not the employees 
of the establishment but have been posted on deputation 
on the pleasure of the sponsored UCO Bank. Therefore, 
the sponsored Bank is indirectly supervising and 
controlling the service of the employees as well as 
functioning of the Granrya Bank. 

Para-10 : Except the Chairman and the General 
Manager of the Bank, no other officers and employees 
have been empowered to manage and supervise the Bank 
and employees. Hence all the employees have been 
declared as “Workman” as defined under the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947, except the Chairman and General 
Manager. 

Para-15 : That the officers have no independent 
supervisory and administrative and managerial power over 
the other employees of the tank. They have been entrusted 
duties of clerical nature having responsibility to contact 
the customers for promotion of the business of the bank. 
Though the designation has been given to them as 
“Officers” but the main job have been entrusted to them to 
work as Clerk, when they are in branch office and field. 
Therefore, it is untrue that officers of Cuttack Gramva Bank 
has been discharging the duties Of managerial and 
supervisory in nature. It is pertinent to mention here that 
neither the Manager of the Branch nor any of the officers 
of the Bank has ever been entrusted the duties and 
responsibilities to appoint any employee grant them service 
benefit, nor has any authority to control the services of the 
other staff by taking the disciplinary action. Therefore the 
officers including the 2nd Party-Workman (disputant) woric 
under the direct supervision and control of the Chairman 
and the General Manager of the Bank as per the prevailing 
Regulation. 

10. For better appreciation of the case the 
classification of officers as contained in the Regulation of 
2000 is reflected as under:— 

(I) Group-AOfficers: 

(!) Scale-I 
(n) Scale-n 
(iii) Scale-Ill 

With designation in relation to any of the scale 

as:— 

(0 Officers 

(ii) Branch Manager 

(iii) Area Manager. 

(iv) Senior Manager. 

and such other scales or designation as may be specified 
by the Bank from time to time with the approval of the 
Central Government. 





[ 'Mil—T3rS3(ii)] 


4623 


'TR?r^I WT? : ^ 27, 2006M^6, 1928 


11. It is not disputed that a Branch Manager may be 
of Scale-II cadre or Scale-I cadre. It is also not disputed 
that Field Officer like the disputant come under Scale-I 
officer cadre and they can also be posted as Branch 
Manager of that cadre and that when posted in office they 
are simply known as officer with or without any other 
designation. In its above quoted pleading the Union has 
Claimed thatall the Group-A cadre officers come under the 
definition of workman in as much as none enjoy the power 
of supervision or administration. In other words it is claimed 
that the nature of work of all these Group-A officers is 
purely clerical and similar while the power of supervision, 
control and administration lies exclusively with the 
Chairman and the General Manager of the Bank. 

12. It is the settled law that where the Management 
claims that the work of employee is supervisory and 
managerial, the burden of proving such fact lies on the 
management. In an attempt to prove the same the 
Management has produced various documents of which 
Ext-1 to 12 and 28 are found to be more relevant. Ext-1 is a 
circular of the Management dated 12-3-1998 which deals 
with lending and non-lending powers of the officers. Ext-2 
deals with delegation of administrative power to the officers. 
Ext 3 and its enclosure. Ext. 3/1 of the year 2002 relates to 
settlement of claims of deceased depositors. Ext.-7 is the 
letter by which the specimen signature of the disputant 
has been declared redundant from the “Specimen Signature 
Book of Authorized Officer”. Ext.-8/1, a circular of 1991, 
which deattwith the duties and functions of Field Officer. 
Ext-9 is an office order dated 30-12-2002 of Senior Manager 
entrusting additional duties to the disputant. Ext-10 series 
are the vouchers passed by the disputant as an additional 
officer of Phulnakahara Branch. Ext.-ll series are the 
“General Ledger Balance Sheets” signed by the disputant 
on behalf of the Senior Manager and Ext.-12 series are the 
“Bank Vouchers” of Kendrapada Branch, which the 
disputant has passed under his signature. 

13. As stated earlier the workman witness Na 2 is 
none but the so called workman of the case while W. W. 1 is 
the so called workman of another case I.D. 42/2004. Both of 
them have been dismissed from service on a single day in 
two different proceedings while they were working as Field 
Officer (Scale-I cadre Officer). In their lengthy affidavit 
evidence they have claimed that except doing the clerical 
work none of the Group-A officers including themselves 
had the power of exercising control over the subordinate 
staff. They had equally no independent power of 
sanctioning loan to the public or the power of sanctioning 
leave to the subordinate staff. In a similar breath they have 
also claimed neither of these officers command the power 
of supervision or administration. The competent authorities 
such as the Chairman and General Manager are the sole 
authority of sanctioning every kind of loans irrespective 
of its quantum and they are the sole persons to exercise 
administrative and supervisory control over the rest 


employees. During cross-examination they have denied 
each of the suggestion of the Management blatently even 
though these suggestions are circular based. In other words 
they have deposed as if they are totally ignorant of the 
circulars and orders issued by the competent authority. A 
comparison of their above evidence with the circulars/office 
orders noted in the previous para would reveal that these 
witness have destroyed the truth by overstating their own 
case. 

14. From the reading of the documents mentioned 
earlier it is clear that after the National Industrial Tribunal’s 
award and the recommendation given by an Equation 
Committee these circulars have been issued detailing 
therein the various duties and powers of the officers of 
different grade including that of the post of Field Officer 
which both W. W. 1 and W. W. 2 were holding prior to their 
dismissal from service. These circulars/orders show, as 
deposed by the Management witness, that officers of all 
grade enjoy both supervisory and administrative control 
depending upon their places of posting designation Wise. 
Ext.-1 and its annexures dated 12-3-1998 show that the 
Branch Manager of Scale-I and II, Area Manager, Senior 
Managers enjoy both lending and non-lending powers and 
for each of them separate limits have been fixed depending 
upon the nature and type of loans. Similarly in the purchase 
committee headed by the General Manager, Senior 
Manager of different departments have been made members 
and officers like Branch Manager (Scale-I and II), Area 
Manager have been empowered to settle the claims of 
deceased persons within their prescribed limits. Similarly 
in the year 2002 a fresh guidelines has been issued (vide 
Ext.-3, 3/1) to Branch Manager (Scale-I and II), Area 
Manager, Senior Manager, CAD, Head Office prescribing 
their monetary limit to settle the claims in respect of credit 
balance in the accounts of deceased depositors where no 
nomination is available. Alike wise under another circular 
dated 20-8-1998 (Ext-2) administrative powers have been 
delegated to officers like Senior Manager (Personnel Admn. 
Deptt.), Area Manager, Manager of both Scale-land II to 
grant C. L., E. L., Surrender leave and sanctions T. A. bills, 
LFC/LTC Bills, joining time leave, festival advance, medical 
aid expenses of their respective staff members within their 
limits prescribed therein. 

15. Admittedly the disputant was a Scale-I officer 
and he was designated as Field Officer. It is the admitted 
case of both parties that, Br. Manager (Scale-I) and Field 
Officers are inter changeable. In a Branch the senior person 
is posted as a Branch Manager while the junior is posted 
as Field Officer. Depending upon these posting they are 
also required to work as officer without any special 
designation when they are posted in General 
Administration Deptt. as the disputant was once posted 
as evident from the record. This shows that depending 
upon their place of posting these officers exercise different 
powers but that does not mean that they are different from 
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the other. From the various circulars referred to earlier it is 
crystal clear that when a Field Officer is posted as Branch 
Manager he would be enjoying the lending and non-lending 
power and the power of exercising control over his 
subordinate staff by granting them different types of leave 
and sanctioning their T. A., L. T. C. bills etc. Likewise when 
the self same officer is posted as Field Officer he is naturally 
required to do a different types of job none the less both 
administrative and supervisory' which is evidence from 
circular dated 13-8-1991 (Ext. -8/1) issued on the basis of 
National Industrial Tribunal Award. This circular details 
the duties and function of a Field Officer as follows : 

Duties and Functions of Field Officer: 

1. Survey the village under the Area of operation 
of the Branch as per Reserve Bank of India 
guidelines relating to Service Area Approach. 


14. Deposit Mobilization and Promotion of thrift. 

15. Besides, Field Officer should know the day to 
day Banking Transactions, Preparation of 
vouchers, release of vouchers, preparation of 
supplementary, cashbook, G. L., G. L. B. etc. so 
that in absence of the Manager, he can hold the 
Branch charge and other duties assigned by the 
Manager from time to time. 

16. Thus the duties of a Field Officer or the Branch 
Manager are found to the both administrative and 
supervisory in nature. So also the duties assigned to Senior 
Manager, Area Manager are equally of that nature. Further 
more Ext.-10 series shows that while acting as Additional 
Officer, Phulnakhara Branch the disputant has passed 
various vouchers, having signed on these voucher as 
Manager of the Bank and while working in the General 
Administration Deptt. he has drawn the General Ledger 
Balance (Day-Book) on behalf of Senior Manager. Ext.-I2 
series in the alike manner disclose that while working in 
Kendrapara Branch, the disputant has passed several 
vouchers as an officer. In his evidence the disputant- 
workman (W. W. 2) has also admitted that as a Field Officer 
his duty' was to make investigation to ascertain the eligibility 
of a customer to get loans and submit an Appraisal Report 
thereof by limiting the amount of loan to be placed before 
the competent authority for sanctioning of loan within his 
lending powers. He has also admitted in his evidence that 
he was entrusted with duties and responsibilities to 
mobilize deposits by contacting resouTOful persons of 
the area and submit Appraisal Report for sanction of loan. 
He has also stated that each month hgrused to go on tour 
minimum for 20 days a month to ascertain the proper 
utilization of loan amount. He was also stated that he was 
authorized to persue recovery of unpaid loand and to make 
publicity' fn the locality about different schemes of the bank 
by arranging seminars, village meetings etc. and for this he 
used to type out documents and papers, maintain village- 
wise registers. D. C. B. Registers, loan balancing registers 
and loan registers and used to calculate interest on loan 
accounts etc. At paps 14. 16 to 22 of his affidavit evidence 
he has also narratdd about the other duties as contained in 
Ext.-8/1 all pointing at a single direction that the work 
performed by him was not basically clerical in nature. It 
was rather a mixture of both Managerial and Supervisory 
nature. While narrating about his afore-stated duties the 
disputant has of course given an explanation each time 
that he was doing all these under the direction, 
administrative control and supervision of the competent 
authority'and that except the said authority' no other officer 
was competent to utilize his Appraisal Report or to exercise 
control over his work. But as these explanations are found 
to be contrary to the official circular and orders the same 
cannot be accepted. Rather for extending such explanation 
the disputant can be accused of distorting the real fact 
with the sole aim of misleading the Tribunal. 


2. Identification of borrowers, canvassing of loan 
applications, conducting of village meetings and 
scheme formulation. 

3. Receipt Preliminary' Scrutiny of loan applications 
and obtaining required particulars. 

4. Processing of loan applications, pre-sanction 
visit to the borrowers farm/site, appraisal of loan 
proposals and recommendation for sanction. 
The report of the pre-sanction visit must be 
noted down in the pre-sanction visit register. 

5. Obtaining required documents from the 
borrow ers; renewal of documents etc. 

6. Distribution of loans and verification of 
utilization of loan. Suitable arrangements for 
disbursement of kind component. 

7. Post sanction visits to borrowers, follow up and 
Recovery. Periodic.!! contact with borrowers, 
reporting of the adverse features of the 
borrowers. 

8. Preparing papers/notices for certificate case 
[Section 4( l)| filing of Suits, OPDR cases in case 
of defaults etc. etc. 

9. Liaison with government and other agencies 
connected with Agricultural Development. 

10. Attending various meetings such as BLCC, 
BLBC meetings, D. G. G meeting etc. (if called 
for specially) convened by the Government as 
well as non-Govemment agencies as directed 
by Managers of the branches. 

v 11. Providing technical guidance to branches/ 
J customers various aspects of development work. 

12. Maintenance of D. C B., Register, Preparation 
of Statements in connection with advance and 
others. 

13. Balancing of loan accounts. 
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17. It was arguetfsn behalf of the 2nd Party-Union within the meaning of the term falls to the ground as the 

that to declare a person’sjob as managerial or supervisory ffon^oaqf nature of duties of these officers are neither 

it is to be established that the person concerned had the j clerical nor technical nor skilled or unskilled or devoid of 
power of taking disciplinary action against the staff, he A ; /dignity. Therefore, considering the evidence adduced by 
had the power of sanctioning leave of the staff and that he' * bdth patties. I hold in totality of the entire evidence both 


was capable of taking independent decision so as to bind 
the Management and that there being no such evidence 
about exercise of such power by the disputant-workman 
he is to be treated as a workman as defined under Section 
2(S) of the Industrial Disputes Act, his job being purely 
clerical in nature: It be noted here that, with reference to 
the term “Workman” as defined under Section 2(S) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, the Apex Court have held in the 
case between the Management of Sonepat Co-operative 
Sugar Mills Ltd., Kv. Ajit Singh reported in 2005-I-LLJ-SC 
1122 that:— 

A person would come within the purview of the said 
definition if he (i) is employed in any industry and (ii) 
performs any manual, unskilled, skilled, technical, 
operational, clerical or supervisory work. The job of 
a Clerk ordinarily implies stereotype work without 
power of control or dignity or initiative or 
creativeness. The question as to whether the 
employee has been performing a clerical work or not 
is required to be determineduponarriving at a finding 
as regards the dominant nature thereof with a view 
to give effect to the expression to do “any manual, 
unskiUefcskillled, technical, operational, clerical or 
supervisory' work” the job of the concerned employee 
must fall Within one or the other category thereof. It 
would therefore not be correct to content that merely 
because the employee had not beeen performing any 
managerial or supervisory duties ipso facto he would 
be a w orkman, 

18. It is,pertinent to quote a legal saying that man 
may lie but a document would never lie. Therefore, when 
the document^ produced by the Management squarely 
speak of the vicious duties of different officers including 
that of the disputant and such duties being administrative 
and supervisoty in nature, it can hardly be believed, as 
claimed by the;Union, that the job of all the officers falling 
under Group-A are clerical in nature. In the case of Young 
Women s Christian Association of India reported in 2005- 
I-LLJ-643 (De(hi) it has been held that :■— 

“It is to pe presumed that the employee does the job 
that he dr she is employed to do. This is of course a 
rebuttable presumption the onus being on the 
employed to show that he or she was actually doing 
_ some other work he or she was employed to do.” 

19. Therefore in the face of the documents and the 
oral evidence adduced by both the parties and by taking 
into account the pay scale of the disputant it can safely be 
said that the Union has miserably failed to rebut the above 
presumption of law and as such its argument that all the 
Group-A Officers including the disputants are workman 


oral and documentary that neither the disputant so called 
workman ShriM.K. Kar nor any of the Group-A Officers 
fall within the definition of workman and as such the 
reference is held to be not maintainable. 

Issue No. 3 to 6: 

20. In view of the above finding on Issue No. 1 and 

2 answering of other issues become redundant and as such 
needs no answer. 

21. Accordingly the reference is answered as not 
maintainable with the observation that the Government 
would have avoided the perpetuality of the litigation had 
the Conciliatoiy Agency been little investigative before 
recommending the case to the Government. 

Dictated and corrected by me. 

N K. R. MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 
2-Ri 2006 

2082.—1947 (1947 
14)17%% ^>*“$0*1 , fcK e HR 
% Tririm % spirit 

3 f ro ; 3 mm, arfwwgR 

-MWk-W, % W (tM wn snf-^-408/2004) 

»+iRfw f, -tjft mm 2-5-2006 wz 

£3TT*in 

[ff. ^-41012/56/2004-3^^(^1-1)3 

Srfwd 

New Delhi, the 2nd May, 2006 

S.O. 2082.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. ID-408/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Southern Railway, Madurai and their 
workman which was received by the Central Government 
on 2-5-2006. 

[No. L-41012/56/2004-ER (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Monday, the 27 th February, 2006 

PRESENT: 

K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
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Industrial Dispute No. 408/2004 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 

10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between 
the Management of Southern Railway and their workmen] 

BETWEEN: 

Sri C. Shanmugavel : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Divisional Railway Manager, : II Party/Manage- 

Southem Railway, Madurai ment 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Workman : Mr. T. Nedumaran, 
Authorised 
Representative 

For the Management : Mr. G. Kalyan, Advocate 
AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
order No. L-41012/56/2004-IR (B-I) dated 17-08-2004 has 
referred the dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. The 
Schedule mentioned dispute is as follows:— 

"Whether the demand of Shri C. Shanmugavel for . 
regularisation in the rolls of the Southern Railway, 
Madurai Division, is legal and justified ? If so, to 
what relief the workman is entitled T 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I D. No. 408/2004 and notices were issued to both 
the parties and the 1 Party entered appearance through his 
authorised representative and the II Party/Management 
entered appearance through their advocate and both sides 
filed their Claim Statement and Counter Statement 
respectively. 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner was engaged in the Respondent/ 
Management for their work at Madurai Division particularly^ 
at Palayamkottai, Madurai and Nagercoil section. He has 
been engaged before and after 1-1-81 and he has been 
accordingly put in more than required number of days of 
serv ice. First he had been.engaged on 10-12-78 and settled, 
on 20-12-78 with an aggregate service of 8 14 days by 
Permanent Way Inspector, Madurai. Again, he has been 
engaged on 15-2-79 and settled on 5-7-79 with an aggregate 
service of 134 days by Permanent Way Inspector/ 
Construction, Nagercoil. Again, he has been engaged on 
12-11-79 and settled on 5-12-80 with an aggregate service 
of 390 days by Permanent Way Inspector, Construction, 
Palayamkottai. Once again, he has been engaged on 

11 -2-81 and settled on 1-8-81 by Permanent Way Inspector/ 
Constniction, Palayamkottai with an aggregate service of 
171 days. Thus the Petitioner has worked as Casual Labour 
for 703 Vi days. Further, the Petitioner signed in muster roll 


and LTI register maintained by Permanent Way Inspector, 
Constniction, Palayamkottai & Nagercoil and Madurai. 
While so, he has been terminated from service of the 
respondent orally. The Respondent is bound to re-employ 
the Petitioner as and when vacancy arises as per the 
Supreme Court judgement in Inderpal Yadav’s case and as 
per the judgement, the Respondent has to maintain live 
register and re-employ the retrenched Casual Labourers 
according to seniority after framing a comprehensive 
Jjcheme. But, as a matter of tact, the Petitioner has demanded 
Employment pointing out the gross violation committed 
by the Respondent while reemploying the workers who are 
junior to him. Even in the list prepared, the Respondent 
failed to prepare correct seniority list while publishing the 
integrated seniority list of project Casual Labourers, which 
was done on the direction of Central Administrative 
Tribunal, Madras bench in O. A. No J503/90. In that even 
though the Petitioner was working for 703 Vi days as Casual 
Labour his service was shown as 358 days and placed in 
serial No. 487 far below to his juniors. After that the 
Petitioner has submitted several representations to the 
Respondent, but the Respondent did not act on same nor 
given any reply. The period worked at Madurai from 
10-12-78 to 20-12-78 (8 Vi days) and from 12-11-79 to 
5-12-89 at Palayamkottai did not reflect correctly in seniority 
list. Even though the Petitioner continuously worked for 
360 days from 12-11-79 to 5-12-80 only 28 days was taken 
into service and 8 Vi days worked at Madurai and 333 days 
worked at Palayamkottai were not added.' Thus, the 
Petitioner has lost an aggregate of 341 Vi days service and 
forced to be junior to his juniors due to the interest not 
shown by the Respondent to correct the seniority list. 
Clerical error done at Palayamkottai can be rectified by 
verifying the basic records such as LTI register and muster 
roll etc. but the Respondent wants to escape from its 
responsibility. The Petitioner’s co-tyorker who had entry 
similar to his service card was re-employed by the 
Respondent. In the office order dated 24-8-94 one 


Mlfv! Devarajan at S. No. 73 to Sri M. Thangaveli at 
S. No. 100 were employed, who had entries in Casual Labour 
card similar to the Petitioner. Thus, the Respondent has 
refused to look into the records and to rectify the defect. 
The Respondent’s action is illegal, unjust, void besides 
against the principles of natural justice. The Petitioner was 
treated discriminately though similarly footed workers have 
been re-employed by the Respondent which is against the 
circular of Respondent railways modified by the Supreme 
Court. Therefore, for all these reasons, the Petitioner prays 
to direct the Respondent to absorb the Petitioner in regular 
service after rectifying the live register by entering the 
actual number of days the Petitioner worked as Casual 
Labour with wages as on date of re-employment of his 
juniors. 


4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that reference made is a stale, belated 
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and time barred claim. Even though the law does not 
prescribe anytime limit for appropriate Govt, to exercise its 
power under section lOofl.D. Act, it is not that this power 
can be exercised at any point of time. Powers is to be 
exercised, reasonably and in a rational manner. 
A dispute that is stale Could not be the subject matter of 
reference under section 10 of I D. Act. Therefore, on this 
sole ground alone, the said reference is to be dismissed. 
The Petitioner was engaged as project casual labour on 
various spells and stopped for want of woik/completion of 
work. As per direction of the Supreme Court in Indeipal 
Yadav’s case reported in 1985 2 SCC 648, those who were 
retrenched after 1-1-81 were automatically included in live 
casual labour register. The Petitioner and others have filed 
a O. ANo. 603/90 to include their names in live casual labour 
register and as per the direction of Central Administrative 
Tribunal, Madias Bench, a combined seniority list has been 
prepared and published duly including the name of the 
Petitioner. The Petitioner has not raised any dispute about 
the number of days of casual labour service rendered by 
him until 2003 or made any representation based on the 
integrated seniority list prepared and punished in the year 
1992 and therefore, the Petitioner’s contention that the 
seniority has not been fixed properly at this distant date is 
not maintainable. Further, if any employee aggrieved with 
the seniority list, they should represent within one year 
from the date of publication for which the Petitioner was 
least bothered to make representation then and there and 
raising this issue at this distant date i.e. after 12 years is 
not maintainable. Therefore, he cannot claim any ambiguity 
in the seniority list at this distant date which is a stale and 
imaginary claim. The allegation that he had made so many 
representations is not true. Further, he has not taken any 
steps to enforce his claim before the Railways except in 
sending vague representations and claim at this distant 
date is liable to be dismissed. From the petition, it is clear 
that the Petitioner has not at all been engaged on projects 
as on 1-1-81 and he has not worked for 360 days after 
1 -1 -81 as per his statement. The names of Casual Labour 
bom in live register will be considered for employment as 
and when sanction is received for such empanelment. 
However, it is subject to fulfilling conditions in regard to 
age, educational qualification and medical fitness as 
prescribed by Railway Board and as per Railway Board’s 
letter dated 20-9-01, the prescribed age limit for absorption 
of ex-Casual Labourers found in live register is 40 years in 
the case of general candidates, 43 years for other backward 
classes and 45 years for SC/ST candidates and as per the 
said letter, the Petitioner cannot be considered for 
empanelment in view of the fact that he has crossed the 
age of 40 years long back and his date of birth being 
30-9-53 and he has crossed 51 years of age as on date and 
he cannot be absorbed in any capacity as alleged in the 
petition. The burden of proving that he has worked for 
more than the number of days inupon the Petitioner. Unless 
the workman proves his claim the Respondent cannot be 


called upon to disprove the same. Therefore, it is the 
bounden duty of the Petitioner to substantiate his claim. 
Even assuming without admitting that the Petitioner has 
rendered more than 700 days of casual labour service, the 
Petitioner cannot be considered for employment, in view 
of the fact that he has already crossed the age limit for 
regulansation. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner for 

regularisation in the rolls of Respondent/ 

Management at Madurai Division is legal and 

justified ? 

(ill “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled ?” 

Point No. 1 

6. The case of the Petitioner is that he has been 
engaged as project Casual Labour under Respondent/ 
Management at Madurai Division and he has been worked 
for 703 Vi days under Respondent/Management in several 
place and signed the muster roll and LTI register maintained 
by Permanent Way Inspectors of Respondent/ 
Management. It is alleged on behalf of.the Petitioner that 
the Supreme Court in Inderpal Yadav’s case reported in 
1985IILLJ 406 has directed the railway authorities to prepare 
a list of project of Casual Labourers with reference to each 
division of each Railways and absorb them with longest 
^service. Therefore, the Respondent has to maintain live 
register and to reengage the retrenched Casual Labourers 
according to their seniority. In this case, no doubt, on 
30-6-90 the Respondent published a copy of casual labour 
live register, copy of which is marked as Ex. W1 in which 
the name of the Petitioner and some others were not found 
and therefore, the Petitioner and other employees have 
fileda O.A before Central Administrative Tribunal, Madras 
Bench in O.A. No. 603/90. While disposing of the said 
O.A., copy, of the order is marked as Ex. W5, the Central 
Administrative Tribunal has held with regard to those 
workmen who were retrenched after 1-1-81 was no 
obligation on their part to apply for re-employment and it is 
for the railway administration to consider such cases on 
their own and apply the scheme formulated by Supreme 
Court as far as they are concerned. No doubt, again the 
Respondent/Management after the decision of O A. No. 
603/90 has prepared and published an integrated seniority 
list of project Casual Labourers on 9-11-92, copy of which 
is marked as Ex. W7and in the said list, number of days 
worked by the Petitioner is shown as 362 days instead of 
703 Vi days, which is less than by 341 Vi days. The above 
said seniority list was prepared by the Respondent/ 
Management based on the letter of Deputy Chief Engineer, 
Construction, Madurai dated 27-5-92, copy of which is 
marked as Ex. M5 in which it is clearly mentioned that the 
number of days for the period from 12-11-79 to 5-12-80 is 
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shown as 55 days only whereas the Petitioner has worked 
in all the days i.e. 388 days, which is a patent error because 
from the casual labour service card, which is marked as Ex. 
M2, it can be seen that from 12-11-79 to 10-12-79 the 
Petitioner has worked as Khalasi @ Rs. 5.20 for 29 days 
and in the next line, it is mentioned that from 11-12-79 to 
5-12-80 the Petitioner has worked as Khalasi @ Rs. 11.88, 
but it is not mentioned for how many days he had worked. 
It is only the mistake on the part of railway authorities in 
not including those days between the period. Since it is 
mentioned in the column for how many days he has worked, 
in Ex. M5, it is mentioned only as 362 days. Tims, in the 
above period alone 332 days has not been calculated. 
Further a period of 8 Vi days worked by the Petitioner as 
ordinary' Casual Labour other than project Casual Labour 
from 10-12-78 to 20-12-78 under Permanent Way Inspector, 
Madurai which is marked as Ex. M l which is casual service 
was also not included. But the period of casual work other 
thanprojectat Inspector of Works, Tiruneheli for the period 
was accounted for the purpose of seniority to Sri M. 
Perumal for the period from 31 -7-72 to 25-8-77 for 1175 days 
which is exclusively fromEx. M5 and Ex. M10. Due to the 
less accountability of number of days, the Petitioner’s name 
was placed in Serial Number 457 instead of3 93. If the actual 
number of days worked by the Petitioner i.e. 703 A days 
were fully accounted, he would not be placed under 65 
persons, who were junior to him. Since it is the mistake 
done by the Respondent authorities and even after the 
representation given by the Petitioner, it was not considered 
by the Respondent authorities, it cannot be said that the 
dispute was raised with enormous delay. It is evident from 
the documents produced by the Petitioner and Respondent 
that the Petitioner has represented to the Respondent for 
sev eral times to rectify the error in the seniority list, but the 
Respondent neither corrected the seniority list nor sent 
any reply to the Petitioner. On the other hand, the 
Respondent has issued a circular dated 24-8-94 to empanel 
the Casual Labourers in which serial No. 73 Mr. M. Devarajan 
to Serial No. 100 Mr. M. Thangavelu, who had worked less 
number of days than the Petitioner and also who were 
juniors to the Petitioner, have been placed above the 
Petitioner. If the Petitioner was assigned in correct place in 
the seniority list, he would have been selected for 
appointment. The Petitioner has produced original 
acknowledgement of the Superintendent of Personnel 
Department which is marked as Ex. W3. From which, it is 
clear that even on 12-9-94 through RPAD, the Petitioner 
has sent a representation. Further, from Ex. M3 which is a 
letter sent by Petitioner on 30-10-02, it is mentioned that he 
has sent applications to the General Manager, Southern 
Railway and all other officers on hierarchy. But the 
Respondent never replied to any of these letters and now 
they want only with an intention to deny the claim of the 
Petitioner had stated that claim of the Petitioner is a belated 
one. Even before the Tribunal, the Respondent/ 
Management has not given any explanation as to why 


only 55 days have been included for the period worked by 
the Petitioner from 10-12-1978 to 05-J 2-1980. On the other 
hand, one Mr. E. Nambi, one of the co-workers who was 
also junior to the Petitioner, who was placed in Serial Number 
491 in the seniority list published on 9-11-1992, and he has 
also submitted an application for conciliation before the 
Labour Enforcement Officer, Madurai along with the 
Petitioner. The Respondent accepted the plea of Mr. Nambi 
and corrected the number of days worked from 355 'A to 
519 days and placed him in serial No. 434 by a memo dated 
6-5-2003 which is evident from Ex. W2 as well as Ex. M6. 
But for the reasons best known to the Respondent, they 
have not accepted the contention of the Petitioner. 

7. As against this, learned counsel for the 
Respondent contended that the claim of the Petitioner is 
time barred and liable to be dismissed for the delay in raising 
the dispute. Learned counsel for the Respondent relied on 
the rulings reported in 2001IILLN 118 B ALBIR SINGH Vs. 
PUNJAB ROADWAYS AND ANOTHER wherein while 
dealing with the issue ‘whether the relief should be denied 
on the ground of delay or it should be appropriately 
moulded is at the discretion of the Tribunal depending on 
the facts and circumstances of the case' the Supreme Court 
has held that “no doubt discretion is to be exercised 
judicially and in this case, the High Court has rightly 
dismissed the appellant’s Writ Petition and it further held 
that there were no good grounds to interfere with the 
exercise ofjudicial discretion bv the Tribunal.” and in that 
case, delay in raising the dispute was raised and denial of 
relief on the ground of delay was justified or not was 
considered. The State Govt, referring the dispute for 
adjudication in the year 1995. Though the Tribunal held 
that punishment was vitiated as no enquiry' was held before 
passing the order of punishment, the Tribunal however, on 
the ground of delay, not granted and relief to the employees 
and the Division Bench of the High Court confirmed the 
said Award of the Tribunal in which the Supreme Court has 
held as above. In this case also, the Petitioner has alleged 
that he has worked as project casual labour during the year 
1981. After a long lapse of time, he has raised this dispute 
and therefore, his claim is to be dismissed on the ground of 
delay. It is the further argument on behalf of the Respondent 
that claim of the Petitioner is stale and time barred and for 
this he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 I SLJ 117 
STATE BANK OF INDORE Vs: GOVINDARAO. wherein 
an employee was dismissed in the year 1977 and his appeal 
was rejected in the year 1978 and he has preferred a Writ 
Petition after ten years and though the High Court.allowed 
the same and ordered to treat him in service, the Supreme 
Court has held that “there was no reason for the High 
Court after a long lapse of nearly ten years from the date of 
order of dismissal to entertain the Writ Petition and quash 
the order of dismissal, therefore. \vc are of the view that 
High Court should not have entertained that at all and it 
should have been dismissed in limine”. It is further argued 
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on behalf of the Respondent that in several decisions, the 
Supreme Court has repeatedly held that belated claim should 
not be entertained and he also relied on the decision 
repotted in 2000 LAB IC 703 NEDUNGADI BANK LTD. Vs. 
K.R MADHAVANKUTTY "no doubt, law does not 
prescribe any time limit for the appropriate Govt, to exercise 
its power under section 10 of the I.D. Act and it is not that 
tins power can be exercised at any point of time and powers 
to be exercised reasonably and in a rational manner. In this 
case, after a lapse of about seven years of order of 
dismissing the Respondent from service and at the time of 
reference was made, no industrial dispute existed or could 
be even said to have been apprehended. Therefore, this 
dispute should not be entertained after such a long period " 
Learned counsel for the Respondent contended that in the 
present case, the Petitioner was engaged as project casual 
labour in the years 1979. 1980. 1981 and settled as on 
1 -8-81. Further, it is his contention that he has raised the 
dispute before Labour Enforcement Officer. Tuticorinand 
Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central). Madurai and it 
has been closed. Therefore, he cannot raise the same plea 
again and again after a long delay and hence, tins dispute 
should not be referred to for adjudication and the same is 
liable to be dismissed. Further, learned counsel for the 
Respondent contended that even assuming for argument 
sake that the Petitioner has worked for 703 Z* days, he should 
have raised this issue on 5-12-1980 i.e. the day on which he 
settled as per l.D. Act. Subsequently, he was again engaged 
from 11-2-81 to 1-8-81 as per Ex. M2, even at the time of re¬ 
engagement he has not raised this issue. As per Record 
Retention Schedule, muster roll will be maintained for a 
period of one year and if the Petitioner had any grievance 
he should have verified then and there. No doubt, to 
substantiate his claim, he examined one Mr. Penimal as 
WW2 who alleged to have worked along with him, but his 
evidence cannot be acepeted at this distant time. In the 
year 1992. the Respondent has published the name of 
persons to be included in live register as per the order of 
Central Administrative Tribunal inO. A. No 603/90. Inthai 
also, his number of days has been shown as 362 days only. 
Even at that time, he has not raised this issue. Therefore, 
the allegation of the Petitioner that he worked for 703 Zz 
days after a lapse of 14 years of cessation of service is not 
maintainable. 

8. No doubt. 1 find some force in the contention of 
the learned counsel for the Respondent. From the point of 
view of the Petitioner, i.e. when the Petitioner has given 
representation to the Respondent/Management, the 
Respondent has not given any reply nor corrected the 
number of days lie has worked. When Mr. E. Nambi one of 
the co-workcrs was given a representation which was 
considered by the Respondent/Management for the same 
allegation, the Respondent has to hear the Petitioner and 
to rectify'the same, it is patently dear from Ex. M2, which is 
casual labour serv ice record, the number of days has not 


been mentioned by the Respondent/Management and I 
tlunk, it is only a mistake of the Respondent/Management 
and it should be rectified. No doubt, there is a delay in 
raising the dispute. But, the poor employee has given so 
litany representations to the Respondent/Management and 
also labour authorities, who have not considered the 
Petitioner’s grievance, which I think is a genuine one. 
Further, when the Respondent/Management has 
considered the grievance of Sri E. Nambi and has rectified 
the error in the year 2003, it cannot be said that the Petitioner 
has approached this Tribunal after a very long delay. From 
Ex. W2 as weft as Ex. M6, it is clear that only in the year 
2003. namely 6-5-2003, the Respondent/Management has 
rectified the number of days mentioned in respect of Sri E. 
Nambi under a memorandum. Under such circumstances, 
it cannot be said that the Petitioner who has come to this 
Tribunal in the year 2004 has raised this dispute with an 
inordinate delay. 

9. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that even though the Petitioner has produced 
acknowledgement card Ex. W3 of 1994. he has not produced 
the copy of representation under the said 
acknowledgement card. Further, if anyone aggrieved with 
the seniority' list they should represent within one year 
from the date of publication. But, the Petitioner least 
bothered to make his representation then and there and 
raised this dispute after 12 years, which is not maintainable. 

10. As l have stated above, when the Respondent/ 
Management lias got powers to rectify the mistake of 
Sn E. Nambi in the year 2003,1 do not think, the Respondent 
has no power to rectify the defect of the Petitioner in the 
year 2003. No doubt, it is alleged when the Petitioner has 
not disputed the seniority list, he cannot raise this dispute. 
But. 1 find there is no point in the allegation of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent because when the case of one 
Sri E. Nambi was considered for the same cause, it cannot 
be said that the Respondent cannot consider the case of 
the Petitioner for the same ground and if it is noi allowed, it 
would lead to discrimination among the employees of 
Respondent. 

11. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that in the year 2001 the Railway Board has 
issued an order for age limit which is marked as Ex. M7 for 
engaging ex-casual labour borne on live casual labour 
register. Therefore, as per the said order, the Petitioner 
cannot be appointed, since he has crossed the age of 
43 years and now aged about 51 years. 

12 But, as against this, on behalf of the Petitioner it 
is contended that there was no age restriction for 
re-engagernent during the absorption of ex-casual labour 
vide circular dated 24-8-1994. copy of which is marked as 
Ex. W6 in which Serial Nos. 41,48,56, 57,59,75,79, 95 mid 
99 were above the age of 45 years. At that time the age of 
Petitioner w'ould be less than these persons. The above 
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said serial numbered casual labourers age was more than 
the Petitioner and they were absorbed on 24-08-1994. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be said that the Petitioner is 
aged and he cannot be appointed in the Respondent/ 
Management. 

13. Again, for this learned counsel for the 
Respondent contended that the age of the list of persons 
shown by the Petitioner were no doubt more than 45 years. 
Since they were appointed on 24-8-1994 as per Ex. W6 
memorandum in the year 1994, when there was no age 
restriction for engaging ex-casual labour borne on live 
casual register and only in the year 2001 the Railway Board 
has issued order regarding age limit and therefore, the 
Petitioner cannot be appointed at this juncture. 

14. But, here again, though I find some force in the 
contention of the learned counsel for the Respondent, it is 
the mistake committed by the railway administration and 
therefore, this memorandum namely Ex. M7 will not be 
applicable to the case of the Petitioner. I find the 
Respondent/Management cannot take advantage of the 
mistake committed by the officials of the Respondent/ 
Management and contended that the Petitioner has not 
worked for 703 l A days. From the records maintained by the 
Respondent, it is clear that it is a mistake on the part of 
railway administration, w hich was omitted to mention the 
correct number of days worked by the Petitioner. Under 
such circumstances, I find, as pointed out by the Supreme 
Court, this Tribunal can consider the relief claimed by the 
Petitioner and the same cannot be rejected on the ground 
of delay and it can be properly moulded by this Tribunal in 
the facts and circumstances shown before this forum. 
Therefore, I find this point in favour of the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled ? 

15. In view of my foregoing fi ridings that the demand 
of the Petitioner is legal and justified, I find the railway 
administration has to absorb the Petitioner into service, 
iifter rectifying the live register by entering the actual number 
of days the Petitioner had worked as Casual Labour and to 
give wages as on date to the Petitioner. No costs. 

16 Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 27th February; 2006.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined; 

For the I Party/Petitioner : WW1 Sri C. Shanmugavel 

WW2 Sri M. Perilmal 

For the !I Party/Manage- : MW1 Sri J. J. Dennis 
ment 


Documents Marked: 


For the I Party/Petitioner: 


Ex No. 

Date 

Description 

WI 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the casual labour live 
register of Southern Railway, Madurai 
Division 

W2 

06-05-03 

Xerox copy of the Respondent’s 
Memo for correction of seniority list 

W3 

13-09-94 

Postal acknowledgement card 

W4 

FBI 

Xerox copy of the casual labour 
service card of Sri Perumal 

W5 

3008-91 

Xerox copy of the order of Central 
Administrative Tribunal In O.A. 
No. 603/90 

W6 

244)8-94 

Xerox copy of the office order 
regarding empanelment of casual 
labour 

W7 

09-11-92 

Xerox ccov of the revised seniority 
list of project casual labourers as on 
1-4-85. 


Forthe n Party/Management: 


Ex No. 

Date 

Description 

Ml 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the casual labour 
service card of Petitioner 

M2 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the casual labour 
service card of Petitioner 

M3 

30-10-02 

Xerox copy of the letter from Petitioner 
to Respondent 

M4 „ 

07-1003 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Assistant 

Commissioner of Labour (Central) 

M5 

FBI 

Xerox copy of the list showing names 
of 45 Petitioners in O.A. No. 603/90. 

M6 

064)5-03 

Xerox copy of the respondent s Memo 
for correction of seniority list. 

M7 

200901 

Xerox copy of the letter issued by 
Railway Board. 

M8 

11-09-86 

Xerox copy of the letter issued by 
Railway Board. 

M9 

17-02-03 

Xerox copy of the letter from Labour 
Enforcement Officer. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the service particulars 
of Mr. Perumal. 
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P?. T^-41012/288/2003-31^ SIR Csft-I)] 
3T3R ^pir, arflRFRt 
New Delhi, the 2nd May, 2006 
S.O. 2083. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. ID- 
344/2004) of the Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Integral Coach Factory and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 2-5-06. 

[No. L-41012/288/2003-1R (B-l)] 
AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM- LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 
Tuesday, the 24th January, 2006 
Present: K. JAYARAMAN, 

Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 344/2004 
(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 ofthe Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 
between the Management of Integral Coach Factory and 

BETWEEN 

: 1 Party/Petitioner 

AND 

: II Party/Management 


: M/s. R. Vaigai & Anna 
Mathew, Advocates 
: M/s. P. Arulmudi & 

P. Srinivasan, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No. L-41012/288/2003-1R (B-I) dated 27-04-2004 has 
referred the dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. The 
Schedule mentioned dispute is as follows:— 

“Whether the action of the management of Integral 
Coach Factory is justified in terminating the services 


their workman 

Smt. V. Bhavani 

The General Manager, 
Integral Coach Factory, 
Chennai 
Appearance:— 

For the workman 

For the Management 


of Smt. V. Bhavani with effect from 21-4-2003 ? Ifnot, 

what relief she is entitled to?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I. D. No. 344/2004 and notices were issued to both 
the parties and both the parties entered appearance through 
their advocates and filed their Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner Union in the 
Claim Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner was appointed as substitute Bungalow 
Lascar after having been found medically fit to work in the 
residence of Sri K. Seshasayi, a Chief Personnel Officer, 
Southern Railway, Chennai. The appointment order dated 
28-1-1999 was issued by Assistant Personnel Officer, 
Southern Railway. On 16-9-99 on completion of 120 days of 
coutinous service, the Petitioner was granted temporary 
status with effect from 28-5-99. Subsequently, the Chief 
Personnel Officer has been transferred to ICF and the 
Petitioner was also transferred to ICF on administrative 
grounds and the Petitioner was allowed to continue as 
substitute bungalow iascar in an existing vacancy of peon 
cadre. The Petitioner was also on completion of three years 
service absorbed in the peon cadre and her name is 
interpolated in the seniority ofpeon w.e.f. 28-1-2002. While 
so, to her shock and surprise, she was served with an order 
dated 19-4-2003 that her services are not required by the 
administration hence her services were terminated w.e.f. 
24-1 -2003. Though the Petitioner has given representation 
on 27-5-2003, it was rejected by the Respondent/ 
Management. Hence, she has raised an industrial dispute 
and on failure of conciliation, the matter was referred to' 
this Tribunal for adjudication. The Petitioner contended 
that even though on 19-4-2003 it is stated that Petitioner's 
services are not required by administration in the 
conciliation proceedings, the Respondent alleged some 
acts of misconduct alleged to have been committed by the 
Petitioner and therefore, if really, the Respondent have 
terminated the service of Petitioner on the ground of 
misconduct, they should have been initiated disciplinary 
action. But, the Respondent has not taken any departmental 
action and therefore, it is not valid. Once a person is 
regularised, even if she is on probation, she is an employee 
of the railway with full service protection and governed by 
Article 311 of Constitution of India, Further, the Petitioner 
is also a workman as per 1. D. Act and the Respondent 
railway is an industry and therefore, the Respondent has 
to comply with the provisions of 1. D. Act before 
terminating the Petitioner's service. But, the Respondent 
in violation of Sections 25F, 25G and 25N of the I. D. Act 
has terminated the Petitioner's service without following 
the mandatory provisions of L D. Act and without holding 
any enquiry, the termination is not valid. Before termination 
the services of Petitioner, no notice or warning was issued 
and therefore, the termination is mala fide and not based 
on the material fact. Therefore, the termination is arbitrary 
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and violative of Petitioner's fundamental rights under 
Article 14 of Constitution of India. Hence, for all these 
reasons, the Petitioner prays that an Award may be passed 
directing the Respondent to reinstate her in service with 
full back wages, continuity of service and other 
consequential benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that no doubt, the Petitioner was 
engaged as substitute bunglaow lascar w.e.f. 28-1-99 to 
Sri K. Seshasayi when he w as working as Chief Personnel 
Officer in Southern Railway with certain conditions. Though 
the Petitioner was given temporary status on 28-5-99 she 
was not entitled to automatic absorption/appointment to 
railway services unless selected in the approved manner 
as per para 1515 of Indian Railways Establishement Manual. 
On completion of three years, no doubt, the Petitioner was 
provided seniority in the peon cadre as a regular'employee 
w. e. f. 28-1-02 and allowed to continue as Bungalow peon 
to Chief Personnel Officer w ith probation for a period of 
two years as applicable to regular employees. During that 
period of probation she will not be entitled to notice of 
termination. Subsequent to her transfer to ICF the Petitioner 
started behaving erratically and her attendance and 
punctuality whieh was quite good till then had also become 
erratic. Since several oral instructions were not working, 
the officer had to bring to her notice about her shortcoming 
by issuing memo and a letter dated 8-2-2003 about her 
indifferent attitude towards her duties. Even after the receipt 
of memo, the Petitioner remained absent on 10-2-2003. 
Again a memo was issued on 10-2-2003 and she met the 
Chief Personnel Officer and apologized for her mistakes 
and assured that she would improve in her working . But, 
again she showed no improvement. Further, she submitted 
a leave application dated 11-2-2003 which was received by 
Chief Personnel Officer on 18-2-2003. The said leave was 
not sanctioned as she had not been obtained prior sanction 
and not even intimation was sent to office before availing 
leave. On 19-2-2003 the Petitioner promising improvement 
in the working, but she had not honoured her promise. 
Sinee she did not improve her way, she was again advised 
on 14-3-2003. Even after that she was not attending duty 
and therefore, her services were terminated. Since she was 
a temporary railway servant and on probation her services 
. were not satisfactory, and no longer required to the officer 
to whom she was appointed, this termination was ordered. 
There was no necessity to initiate disciplinary action as it 
was never intended to take any disciplinary action. Since 
the Petitioner's services were not satisfactory to the officer 
to whom she was engaged as bungalow lascar, her services 
were terminated and month's salary in lieu of notice was 
given to her. The terminated is covered by Section 2(oo) 
(bb) of the Act and therefore, not amounting to retrenchment 
and hence the question of following Section 25F does not 
arise. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent prays 
that the claim may be dismissed with costs. 


5. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are— 

(i) “Whether the action of the Respondent/ 
Management in terminating the services of 
the Petitioner with effect from 21-4-2003 is 
justified ?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner entitled ?” 

Point no. 1:— 

6. The admitted case of both the parties is that the 
Petitioner was appointed as substitute bungalow lascar as 
per appointment order dated 28-1-1999, a copy of which is 
marked as Ex. W1 and on 16-6-99, the Petitioner w as granted 
temporary status by the Respondent/Management under 
the original of Ex. W2. She worked as bungalow lascar under 
"the"Chief Personnel Officer Sri K. Seshasayi and after his 
transfer from Southern Railway to Integral Coach Faetory, 
the Petitioner was also transferred on administrative 
grounds and subsequently, the Petitioner was also 
absorbed in the cadre of peon under Ex. W5 order. While 
so, it was alleged that on 19-4-2003 the Respondent/' 
Management has terminated her service and even her 
revision was also rejected. On the other hand, the 
Respondent alleged that since she was on probation and 
sinee her services are not satisfactory and the officer who 
had appointed her no longer required her serviee, it was 
decided to terminate the services of the Petitioner by giving 
one month’s pay in lieu of notice by invoking Rule 1502 of 
Indian Railway Establishment Manual and she was 
terminated from service. The Petitioner questioning the 
termination as illegal, arbitrary and she prays for 
reinstatement in serviee with all attendant benefits. 

7. Learned eounsel for the Petitioner contended that 
even though the Petitioner was appointed as temporary 
lascar, no proper domestic enquiry was conducted to prove 
the alleged miseonduct, if any, against the Petitioner. Even 
though it is alleged that she was terminated from service 
for unsatisfactory service, it is not established before any 
forum that the services of Petitioner was unsatisfactory, 
which is in violation of natural justice. She further 
contended that since the railway is an industrial 
establishment for which Chapter V-B applies and therefore, 
the conditions precedent before retrenchment were not 
followed. Further, the Petitioner has worked for more than 
240 days in a continuous period of 12 months and she has 
been posted as Peon and therefore, without following the 
mandatory provisions, the Respondent/Management has 
passed order of termination, whieh is illegal, void ab initio. 
The Petitioner has examined herself as WW1 and she 
produced documents Ex.Wl to W12 namely Ex.Wl is the 
copy of appointment order. Ex. W2 is the copy of order 
granting termporary status to Petitioner, Ex. W3 is the copy 
of transfer order issued to Petitioner, Ex.W4 is the copy of 
order of Respondent on joining the Petitioner in ICF, Ex. 
W5 is the copy of order of absorption of Petitioner, Ex. W6 
is the copy of addendum to order dated 19-3-02, Ex. W7 is 
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the copy of termination order and Ex. W8 is the copy of 
representation of Petitioner, Ex.W9 is the copy of letter 
from Chief Personnel Officer and Ex. WIO is the copy of 2 A 
petition filed before labour authorities, Ex.W 11 is the copy 
of reply filed by Respondent and Ex. WI2 is the copy of 
rejoinder filed by Petitioner. On behalf of the Respondent 
one Mr. Swaminathan, Personnel Inspector was examined 
as MW1 and through him documents Ex.MI to MIO were 
marked Ex. MI and M2 are the copies of letter from Chief 
Personnel Officer to Petitioner. Ex. M3 is the copy of letter 
dated 15-2-2003 from Chief Personnel Officer to Petitioner. 
Ex. M4 is the copy of representation given by Petitioner’s 
father to Chief Personnel Officer. Ex. M5 is the copy of 
representation given by Petitioner in Chief Personnel 
Officer. Ex. M6 is the copy of letter from CPO to Petitioner. 
Ex. M7 is the copy of order of termination dated 194-2003. 
Ex. M8 is the copy of application for leave filed by the 
Petitioner. Ex. M9 is the copy of the note of Chief personnel 
Officer. Ex. MIO is the copy of relevant page of Indian 
Railway Establishment Manual with regard to Rule 1502. 
Ex. M11 is the signature of the Petitioner’s father in the 
letter addressed to Respondent. 

8. Learned counsel for the Respondent contended 
that the appointment of bungalow lascar is not governed 
by normal recruitment rules. The Petitioner was appointed 
by Sri K. Seshasayi, Chief Persomiel Officer, Southern 
Railway and her services in the post is purely termporary 
in nature and at any point of time, the service of the 
Petitioner is liable to be discharged from duty within three 
years of services from the date of engagement without 
assigning any reason or notice if found unsatisfactory or 
in the case of officer not requiring his service or the officer 
getting transferred outside the Railways as per the 
conditions contained in the appointment order. Since the 
services of the Petitioner is not of permanent nature, if can 
be dispensed with subject to compliance of statutory or 
contractual requirement and her status is not higher that of 
a temporary workman or a probationer. Further, it was argued 
that the Petitioner’s appointment made in violation of 
mandatory provisions of statute and in particular, ignoring 
the minimum educational qualification and other esseptial 
qualification and therefore, it is illegal and such illegality 
cannot be Cured by taking recourse to regularisation. 
Further, the completion of 240 days of continuous service 
in a year may not be itself a ground for directing an order of 
regularisation. It is also argued on behalf of the Respondent 
that it is not argued on behalf of the Petitioner that she was 
appointed in accordance with rules and regulations and 
therefore, she is not entitled to any relief claimed by her. 
Since the Petitioner has not performed her duties to the 
satisfaction of the officer, as per the terms and conditions 
of Ex.Wl, she was discharged. Further from Ex.MI, M2 
and M6, it is clear that on several occasions, the officer 
has given letters to the Petitioner stating that she was not 
regular in her work. It is further argued on behalf of the 
Respondent that even the Supreme Court and High Courts 
have held that in the case of probationer or a temporary 
employee, who has right to the post, such a termination of 


service is valid and does not attract provisions of Article 
311 of constitution and they can be discharged in terms of 
their contract and therefore, on any count, the Petitioner is 
not entitled to any relief. 

9. But, as against this, the learned counsel for the 
Petitioner contended that it is well settled by the Supreme 
Court even in AIR 1964 SC 737 M/s. J. K. COTTON 
SPINNING AND WEAVING MILLS CO. LTD. Vs. LABOUR 
APPELLATE TRIBUNAL OF INDIA, wherein Three 
Members Bench of Supreme Court has held that “Section 
2(s) of the I. D. Act mentions ‘persons employed in any 
industry’ and this expression cannot be construed literally 
and it includes persons employed in operations incidental 
to main industry and therefore, the Malis engaged or 
looking after the gardens of any industrial concern are 
workmen under section 2(s) of the Act. Since the Malis 
must be held to be engaged in operations which are 
incidentally connected with main industry carried on by 
the mills and were therefore, workman within section 2(s) 
and Section 2 of U. P. Industrial Disputes Act.” She further 
relied on rulings reported in 2000 (3) SCC 239 V. P. AHUJA 
Vs. STATE OF PUNJAB AND OTHERS, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “probationer like a temporary 
servant is also entitled to certain protection and his services 
cannot be terminated arbitrarily or punitively without 
complying with the principles of natural justice, invoking 
terms and conditions of his appointment which permitted 
termination without notice.” Learned counsel for the 
Petitioner contended that in that case appellant Mr. Ahuja 
was appointed as Chief Executive in the establishment of 
Punjab Co-operative Cotton Marketing and Spinning Mills 
Federation Ltd. and one of the terms of his appointment 
was that he would be on probation for a period of two 
years, which could be extended further at the discretion of 
management and it further provided that during the 
probation period, management shall have right to terminate 
his services without notice and his services were terminated 
by an order dated 2-12-98 and questioning the order, the 
Supreme Court has held as above that termination of service 
without following principles of natural justice is not valid 
in law. Further, it held that “a probationer like a temporary 
servant is also entitled to certain protection and his services 
cannot be terminated arbtrarily nor can those services be 
terminated in a punitive manner without complying with 
principles of natural justice.” She argued that in this case, 
it is admitted that the Petitioner was employed as a 
temporary servant, even assuming for argument sake that 
her services c.an be terminated, it cannot be done without 
following principles of natural justice by ordering domestic 
enquiry. Learned counsel for the Petitioner argued that in 
this case, the Petitioner’s services were not satisfactory to 
her superiors, but it was not established before this 
Tribunal that as to how her services wree not satisfactory 
to her superiors. No doubt, some memos were issued to 
Petitioner for her alleged unsatisfactory service, but there 
is nothing to show that action was taken against her for 
the said memos. Under such circumstances, the order of 
termination issued by the Respondent/Management is not 
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valid in law Learned counsel for the Petitioner further 
contended that even assuming for argument sake that the 
Petitioner has received retrenchment compensation, in a 
ruling reported in 200 3 SCO 588 NAR SINGH PAL Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA AND OTHERS, the Supreme Court has 
held that “acceptance of retrenchment compensation by 
the employee could not validate such order of termination 
and the termination of service on the ground of assaulting 
the gateman without holding regular enquiry is not valid.” 
Learned counsel for the Petitioner further relied on 1992 I 
LLN 150 K. RAJENDRAN Vs. DIRECTOR (PERSONNEL) 
PROJECT AND EQUIPMENTCORRORATION OF INDIA 
LTD. NEW DELHI wherein the Madras High Court has 
held that “employer cannot use terms of employment as a 
device to take it out of Sub-section (bb) of Section 2(oo) 
and termination on such grounds is retrenchment within 
the meaning of section 2(oo)” Learned Counsel for the 
Petitioner further contended that even the Central 
Administrative Tribunal, Madras in 1990 14 ATC 106 C. R. 
HARIHARAN Vs. CHI EF PERSONNEL OFFICER AND 
OTHERS held that “substitute bungalow lascar/peon 
terminated from service without giving any sufficient notice 
is not valid" and further held that “he is a workman and 
termination of his service amounts to retrenchment and 
such order of termination is invalid." 

10. But, as against this, learned counsel for the 
Respondent further contended that the Supreme Court in 
2005 SCC(L&S) 292 DHAMPURSUGARMILLS LTD. Vs. 
BHOLA SINGH has held that “when a workman is appointed 
in terms of a scheme of daily wages he does not derive any 
legal right to be regularised in service and completion of 
240 days of continuous service in a year may not by itself 
be a ground for directing regularisation, particularly in a 
case when the workman had not been appointed in 
accordance with extant rules" and relying on this decision, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended even 
though the Petitioner was given temporary status and she 
has been appointed to the cadre of peon and she was on 
probation and during her probation, her services were not 
satisfactory, she was terminated from service under Rule 
1502 of IREM. 

11. But, though the learned counsel for the 
Respondent contended that Petitioner is not entitled for 
regularisation, in this case we are considering, whether the 
termination of Petitioner is just and legal and the Petitioner 
has established the fact that she has completed more than 
240 days in a continuous period of 12 calendar months and 
she has been posted in the cadre of regular peon and since 
the Petitioner has established that no domestic enquiry 
was held against hef for the alleged unsatisfactory service, 
I find the order of termination passed by the Respondent/ 
Management is not valid in law. As such, I find this point 
against the Respondent. 

Point No. 2;— 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

12. In view of my foregoing findings that the order 
of terminating the services of Petitioner is not justified, I 


find the Petitioner is entitled to the relief of reinstatement. 
Therefore, I direct the Respondent to reinstate the Petitioner 
into service forthwith and she is entitled to all other 
attendant benefits. With regard to back wages, it is not the 
contention of the Petitioner that she was without any 
employment during the period between the date of 
termination and till this date and she has not adduced any 
evidence with regard to this. Further, the Respondent/ 
Management has filed copies of memos issued by Chief 
Personnel Officer for her late attendance and also for her 
absence without leave. Under such circusmstances, 1 find 
the Petitioner is entitled to only fifty per cent of the back 
wages. Ordered accordingly. No. Costs. 

13. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly, 

(Dictated to the P. A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 24th January, 2006.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnessed Examined:— 

For the I Party/Workman : WWI Smt, V. Bhavani 

For the II Party/Management: M WI Sri V. Swaminathan 
Documents Marked:— 


For the I party/Claimant:— 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

WI 

28-01-99 

Xerox copy of the appointment 
order 

W2 

16-06-99 

Xerox copy of the order 
granting temporary status 

W3 ■ 

26-07-01 

Xerox copy of the transfer 
order issued to Petitioner 

W4 

02-08-01 

Xerox copy of the appoint¬ 
ment order issued to Petitioner 

W5 

19-03-02 

Xerox copy of the order 
absorbing Petitioner as peon 

W6 

07-02-03 

Xerox copy of the addendum 
to order dt. 19-03-02 

W7 

19-04-03 

Xerox copy of the order of 
termination 

W8 

27-05-03 

Xerox copy of the 
representation given by 
Petitioner 

W9 

17-06-03 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Chief Personnel Officer 

WI0 

28-07-03 

Xerox copy of the 2 A petition 

Wll 

22-09-03 

Xerox copy of the reply filed 
by Respondent 

WI2 

27-09-03 

Xerox copy of the rejoinder 
filed by Petitioner 
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For the II Party/Management:— 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ml 

08-02-03 

Xerox copy of letter from CPO to 
Petitioner 

M2 

10-02-03 

Xerox copy of letter from CPO to 
Petitioner 

M3 

15-02-03 

Xerox copy of letter from CPO to 
Petitioner 

M4 

17-02-03 

Xerox copy of the representation 
given by Petitioner’s Father to CPO 

M5 

19-02-03 

Xerox copy of the representation 
given Petitioner to CPO. 

M6 

14-03-03 

Xerox copy of the letter from CPO 
to Petitioner. 

M7 

19-04-03 

Xerox copy of the order of 
termination. 

M8 

11-02-03 

Xerox copy of the application for 
leave. 

M9 

13-02-03 

Xerox copy of the CPO note. 

MI0 

Nil 

Extract of terms and conditions 
applicable to railway servants 
and substitutes in temporary 
service. 

Mil 

17-02-03 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner’s father to Respondent. 
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New Delhi, the 2nd May, 2006 

S.O. 2084.—-In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. ID-42/ 
2004) of the Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Bhubaneswar as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Cuttack Gramya Bank and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
2-5-2006. 

[No. L-12012/35/2004-IR(B-l)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENTTRIBUNALrCUM- 
LABOUR COURT. BHUBANESWAR 

PRESENT: 

ShriN. K. R. Mohapatra, 

Presiding Officer, C. G. 1. T.-cum-Labour Court, 
Bhubaneswar. 

Industrial Dispute Case No. 42/2004 
Date of Passing Award-31st March, 2006 
Between: ’ 

The Management of the Chairman, 

Cuttack Gramya Bank, Head Office, 

Friends Colony, Bajrakabadi, 

Cuttack-753001 

... I st Party-Management 
And 

Their Workman, Shri Duryodhan Lenka, 

Plot No. 525, Mahanadi Vihar, 

P. O. Nayabazar, Cuttack-753 004. 

.;.2nd Party-Workman. 

Appearances: 

Mr. Prasanna Kumar Mishra. ,..For the I st Party 

Management. 

Shri Duryodhan Lenka ... For himself, the 

workman. 

AWARD 

The Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, 
in exercise of powers conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-section 
(1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) have referred the following 
dispute for adj udication vide their Order No. L-12012/35/ 
2004 QRfB-1), dated 14-06-2004. 

“Whether the action of the Management of Cuttack 
Gramya Bank having its Head Office at Cuttack in 
dismissing the services of Shri Duryodhan Lenka, a 
Protected workman w. e. f. 21-6-2003, a major penalty, 
without providing reasonable opportunity to defend 
himself following the principles of natural justice as 
well as in violation of Section 33 of 1. D. Act is iegai 
and justified. If not, w}iat relief the workman is entitled 
to”? 

2. The 1st Party-Management is a banking 
institution created under the Regionai Rural Bank Act 
(RRB) Act, 1976. Earlier it was styled as Cuttack Gramya 
Bank but after the present reference it has been renamed 
and styied as Kalinga Gramya Bank and here-after it is 
referred as bank. After the award of the National Industrial 
Tribunal the staff Service Regulation of 1980 was replaced 
by another Regulation named as “Cuttack Gramya Bank 
Officers and Employees Service Regulation 2000”, 
thereafter referred as 1st and 2nd Regulations respectively. 

3. The admitted case of both parties as follows:— 

The disputant employee Shri Duryodhan Lenka, 
hereinafter referred as dteputailt joined the bank in 1982 as 
a Field Officer which was subsequently designated as Field 
Officer in Scale-J Officer Grade under the Regulation of 
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2000. He was charge-sheeted on 22-3-2003 anjl dismissed 
from service on 21-6-2003 on the allegation of gross 
misconduct, negligence and dereliction in duties including 
disobedience of order and official circulars. Since during 
that time he was the General Secretary of the 2nd Party 
Union, the concerned Union declared him and few others 
as protected workmen and submitted a charter of demand 
on 20-5-2003. As the Bank did not recognize him as a 
protected workman and paid no heed to the demands a 
dispute was registered in the file of the Asst. Labour 
Commissioner (Central). During conciliation proceeding the 
bank took the stand that the disputant was not a workman 
within the definition of the Industrial Disputes Act and on 
21 -6-2003 dismissed him from service pursuant to the result 
of the enquiry. As a result the Union in question raised 
another dispute under Section 33-A of the Industrial 
Disputes Act contending that the dismissal of the workman 
during pendency of the conciliation proceedings was bad 
under law the same having not been done with the prior 
permission of the appropriate authority. This gave rise to 
several other litigation in different forms before the Hon’ble 
High Court and in the meantime the present reference was 
received from Central Government in their letter dated 
14-6-2004 for adjudication of the following dispute. 

“Whether the action of the management of Cuttack 
Gramya Bank having its Head Office at Cuttack in 
dismissing the services of Shri Duryondhan Lenka, 
a Protected workman w. e. f. 21 -6-2003, a major penalty 
without providing reasonable opportunity to defend 
himself and following the principles of natural justice 
as well as in violation of Section 33 of I. D. Act is 
legal and justified. If not, what relief the workman is 
entitled to?” 

4. Besides challenging the propriety and legality 
of the order of dismissal passed against the disputant, the 
2nd Party-Union in his Claim Statement alleges that under 
the Regulations of the Bank the disputant has no doubt 
been designated as a Field Officer but in practice he is 
doing the work of a clerk. The post of Field Staffis a higher 
grade of clerical staff having no managerial or supervisory 
power but under its regulation the bank has put him and 
others under the category of “Officers” for convenience 
of business management of the bank. None of the 
employees put under the category of “Officer” in the 
Regulation have got any independent supervisory, 
administrative and managerial powers over the other 
employees. They have simply been entrusted with duties 
of clerical in nature with the responsibility to contact the 
customers for business promotion of the bank. Though 
they have been designated as “Officers” they are mainly 
entrusted to perform the work as a clerk when they are 
posted 4n Branch offices and fields. Neither the Branch 
Manager nor other officer of the bank has got the powers 
of appointment or to grant service benefits or take any 
disciplinary action against any staff of the bank. Therefore 
the disputant and all other employee falling within the 
category of “Officers” are all “workman” under the definition 
of the terms as defined under the Industrial Disputes Act 
and as such the plea of the Management as taken before 
the conciliation officer that the disputant is not a workman 


stands to no logical reasonings. Coming to the departmental 
proceeding and the order of dismissal it is further averred 
by the Union that sufficient opportunity to defend himself 
before the enquiry officer was never given to the disputant 
but in the result the proceeding was closed exparte 
arbitrarily and as such the order of dismissal is liable to be 
strucked down with a direction for reinstatement of the 
disputant with full back wages. 

5. Talking about the status of Shri Lenka the so 
called workman, it is averred by the management that under 
the Officers and Employees Service Regulation 2000, 
Officers, Br. Managers, Area Manager and Senior Managers 
come under the cadre of Group-A officers and their duties 
are mainly administrative and supervisory in nature. Three 
scale of pay such as Junior Management Scale-I, Middle 
Management Scale-II and Sca)e-III have been prescribed 
for these officers and the same is different from die scale of 
pay and other benefits provided to clerical staff coming 
under Group-B cadre. The officers such as Manager, Field 
Officer and Officers come under Scale-I and on their 
promotion they go to Scale-II as Manager (Scale-II), Senior 
Manager and Area Manager. As per the Regulation these 
officers are designated differently as specified by the Board 
of Directors from time to time with the approval of the 
Central Government and assigned different duties for 
promoting the banking business. The so called workman 
Shri Lenka being an officer of Scale-I was designated 
accordingly as a Field Officer in Junior Management Grade 
Scale-1 with effect from 6-9-1982 and drawing a salary of 
Rs. 18,100 per month by the time he was dismissed from 
service on 21-6-2003. It is further contended by the 
Management that an officer designated as Field Officer 
can be posted as a Branch Manager of a Branch Bank and 
such Branch Manager can also be posted as Field officer 
on their transfer to some other branches. Each Branch Bank 
mainly consists of one Manager, one Field Officer, two 
Clerks and one Messenger. Out of these the Manager and 
Field Officer may be of same grade of Scale-I or one may be 
of Scale-II and the other is of Scale-I. But if officers of. 
similar scale are posted in a branch the senior-most person 
is designated as Branch Manager while the other is 
designated as Field Officer. Depending upon their place of 
posting they are also designated merely as “Officer” and 
“Inspecting Officer”. These officers from Scale-I to III are 
vested with several powers and they are accountable and 
responsible for exercising such powers, which includes 
the power of supervision and administrative control over 
other staff. Depending upon their place of posting they 
also exercise the powers of sanctioning loan within their 
sanctioning power as prescribed by the Board. The Junior 
Management Grade officers posted as Branch Manager 
also enjoy the power to settle the debts claim of deceased 
depositor, recommend for release or non-release of annual 
increments of clerks and Massengers of their branch and 
maintain their C. C. R. etc., recommend for disciplinary 
action and issue office orders for smooth functioning of 
their branch bank etc. On the basis of the above it is pleaded 
by the Management that the duties performed by a Branch 
Manager or Field Officer as also the other officers falling 
under Group-A category are purely supervisory and 
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managerial in nature and as such the disputant cannot be 
regarded as a “Workman” within the definition of Industrial 
Disputes Act and as such the .Regional Labour 
Commissioner (Central) was neither competent to registered 
a case under Section 3 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act 
against the Management nor the present reference is 
maintainable under law. Alternatively it is also pleaded by 
the management that the departmental proceeding on the 
basis of which Shri Lenka has been dismissed was fairly 
conducted with due opportunity to the delinquent officer 
to defend himself and that therefore the order of dismissal 
is also otherwise just, proper and proportionate to the 
charges and not open to challenge. 

6. On the basis of above pleadings of both the 
parties the following issues were framed:— 

ISSUES 

I. Whether the Tribunal has got jurisdiction to 
try the case ? 

2 Whether Shri Duryodhan Lenka is a workman? 

3. Whether Shri Duryodhan Lenka is a protected 
workman ? ’ 


7. Besides producing serveral documents the 
management has examined 6 witnesses of whom M. W. I is 
an Area Manager who enquired into the charges against 
Shri Lenka M. W. 2 is a Senior Manager who has testified 
about the various duties of the Field Officers and other 
officers. M. W. 3 is the General Manager who has testified 
about the duties of a Field Officer as also the duties 
performed by Shri Lenka as Senior Manager in charge in 
Planning & Development Deptt. of the Bank. He has also 
deposed about the charges levelled against Shri Lenka, 
the so called workman and M.W. 4 is a Senior Manager of 
the bank who has testified about the various duties of 
different Officers including that of Shri Lenka. P.W. 5 is a 
Senior Manager of Planning and Development Department 
who has deposed about the duties rendered by the 
disputant while working as Senior Manager in-charge of 
Planning Development in 2002 and as a Branch Manager 
of Brahmapura Branch. M.W. is a Clerk-cum-Cashier who 
has narrated about the duties of a Clerk and how it differs 
from the duties of an Officer. 

8. From the side of the 2nd Party-Union the so-called 
workman Shri Panda has alone been examined as W.W. 1. 

ISSUES NO. 1 & 2 / 

9. These issues are taken up first the same being 
the prime issue. 

To say that the disputant as well as all other officers 
classified as Group-A Officers in the Regulation of 2000 
are all workmen within the definition of the term of the 


Industrial Disputes Act, the Union has pleaded in the 
following manner in different paras of its Claim Statement. 

Para-8 : That according to Regulation 2000 of the 
Bank two authorities namely the Chairman and General 
Manager have been declared as the “employer” of the 
employees those who are working in the establishment. 
These two designated authorities have been supervising 
and controlling the services of different categories of 
employees according to the Regulation of 2000. The 
Chairman and the General Manager are not the employees 
of the establishment but have been posted on deputation 
on the pleasure of the sponsored UCO Bank. Therefore, 
the sponsored Bank is indirectly supervising and 
controlling the service of the employees as well as 
functioning of the Gramya Bank. 

Para-10 : Except the Chairman and the General 
Manager of the Bank, no other officers and employees 
have been empowered to manage and supervise the Bank 
and employees. Hence ail the employees have been 
declared as “Workman” as defined under the Industrial 
Disputes Act 1947, except the Chairman & General Manager. 

Para-15 : That the officers have no independent 
supervisory and administrative and managerial power over 
the other employees of the bank. They have been entrusted 
duties of clerical nature having responsibility to contact 
the customers for promotion of the business of the bank. 
Though the designation has been given to them as 
“Officers” but the main job have been entrusted to them to 
work as Clerk, when they are in branch office and field. 
Therefore, it is untrue that officers of Cuttack Gramya Bank 
has been discharging the duties of managerial and 
supervisory in nature. It is pertinent to mention here that 
neither the Manager of the Branch nor any of the officers 
of the bank has ever been entrusted the duties and 
responsibilities to appoint any employee and grant them 
service benefit, nor has any authority to control the services 
of the other staff by taking the disciplinary action. 
Therefore the officers including the 2nd Party-Workman 
(disputant) work under the direct supervision and control 
of the Chairman and the General Manager of the Bank as 
per the prevailing Regulation. 

10. For better appreciation of the case the 
classification of officers as contained in the Regulation of 
2000 is reflected as under: 

(!) Group-A Officers 

7. Scale-I 

8. Scale-11 

. 9. Scale-Ill 

With designation in relation to any of the scale as 

(v) Officers 

(vi) Branch Manager . 

(vii) Area Manager 

(viii) Senior Manager 

and such other scales or designation as may be specified 
by the bank from time to time with the approval of the 
Central Government. 


4. Whether the domestic enquiry initiated against 
the workman was fair and proper and the 
punishment imposed was proportionate to the 
charges? 

5. Whether the workman has been dismissed 
from service in violation of Section 33(1) of 
the Industrial Disputes Act ? 

6. If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to ? 
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11. It is not disputed that a Branch Manager may be 
of Scale-11 cadre of Scale-I cadre. It is also not disputed 
that Field Officer like the disputant come under Scale-I 
officer cadre and they can also be posted as Branch 
Manager of that cadre and that when posted in office they 
are simply known as officer with or without any other 
designation. In its above quoted pleading the Union has 
claimed that all the G roup-A cadre officers come under the 
definition of workman in as much as none enjoy the power 
of supervision or administration. In other words it is claimed 
that the nature of work of all these Group-A officers is 
purely clerical and similar while the power of supervision, 
control and administration lies exclusively with the 
Chairman and the General Manager of the Bank. 

12. It is the settled law that where the Management 
claims 'that the work of employee is supervisory and 
managerial, the burden of proving such fact lies on the 
managemen. In an attempt to prove the same the 
Management has produced various documents of which 
Ext.-3,3/1,3/2,4,5 and its enclosures, 5/1,9,10/2,11 and 12 
are found to be more relevant. Ext.-3 is a circular of 1998 
regarding lending and non-lending powers of the officers. 
Ext.-3/l is another circular dated 10-1-1997 regarding the 
duties and responsibilties of Addl. Officer and Field 
Officers. Ext.-3/2 is another circular dated 6-12-1995 relating 
to the duties and responsibilties of Additional Officers 
posted at Branches and Field Officers. Ext.-4 is another 
circular dated 20r8-1998 regarding delegation of 
administrative powers to various officers. Ext.-5 and its 
enclosure 5/1 is a letter dated 15-4-2002 addressed to all 
Branch Managers and officers to follow' the circular dated 
16-10-1998 issued in respect of settlement of deceased 
claims. Ext.-9 is another circular dated 21 -6-2003 relating to 
cancellation of specimen signature of the disputant- 
workman after he w'as dismissed from service. Ext.-12 series 
are the various official documents such as vouchers, pay- 
in-slips, loan sanction orders, loan agreements etc. of 
Brahmapura Branch issued under the signature of the 
disputant as a Manager of that Branch. Ext.-13 series relates 
to various official documents of Planning & Development 
Depth issued under the signature of the disputant as the 
Senior Manager of that branch and Ext.-10/2 is the official 
circular dated 13-8-1991 relating to the duties and functions 
of Field Officers. Ext.- II is an office order dated 24-5-2002 
by which the disputant was kept in-charge of Senior 
Manager of Accounts & Planning Department. Ext.-! 1/1 
and 11/2 are in relation to job allocation to Senior Manager 
and the disputant officer of Planning Department and 
Department of Informantion Technology. 

13. As stated earlier the workman witness No. 1 is 
none but the so called workman of the case. He has been 
dismissed from service w'hile working as Field Officer 
(Scale-I cadre Officer). In his lengthy affidavit evidence he 
has claimed that except doing the clerical work none of the 
Group-A officers including himself have the power of 
exercising control over the subordinate staff. They have 
equally no independent pow'er of sanctioning loan to the 
public or the pow'er of sanctioning leave to the subordinate 
staff. In a similar breath he has also claimed neither of 
these officer command the pow'er of supervision or 
administration. The competent authorities such as the 


Chairman and General Manager are the.sole authority of 
sanctioning every kind of loans irrespective of its quantum 
and they are the sole persons to exercise administrative 
and supervisory control over the rest employees. During 
cross-examination he has denied each of the suggestion of 
the Management blatently even though these suggestions 
are circular based. In other words he has deposed as if he 
is totally ignorant of the circulars and orders issued by the 
competent authority. A comparison of his above evidence 
with the circulars/office orders noted in the previous para 
would reveal this these witness has destroyed the truth by 
overstating his own case. 

14. From the reading of the documents mentioned 
earlier it is clear that after the National Industrial Tribunal’s 
award and the recommendation given by an Equation 
Committee these circulars have been issued detailing 
therein the various duties and powers of the officers of 
different grade including that of the post of Field officer 
which the disputant was holding prior to his dismissal 
from service. These circulars/orders show, as deposed by 
the Management witness, that officers of all grade enjoy 
both supervisory and administrative control depending 
upon their places of posting designation wise. Ext.-3 and 
its annexures dated 12-3-1998 show that the Branch 
Manager of Scale-I and II, Area Manager, Senior Managers 
enjoy both lending and non-lending powers and for each 
of them separate limits have been fixed depending upon 
the nature and type of loans. Similarly in the purchase 
committee headed by the General Manager, Senior 
Manager of different departments have been made members 
and officers like Branch Manager (Scale-I and II), Area 
Manager have been empowered to settle the claims of 
deceased persons within their prescribed limits. Similarly 
in the year 2002 a fresh guideline has been issued (vide 
Ext.-5 & 5/1) to Branch Manager (Scale-I and II), Area 
Manager, Senior Manager, CAD, Head Office prescribed 
their monetary limit to settle the claims in respect of credit 
balance in the accounts of deceased depositors where no 
nomination is available. Like wise under another circular 
dated 20-8-1998 (Ext.-4) administrative powers have been 
delegated to officers like Senior Manager (Personnel Admn. 
beptt.). Area Manager, Manager of both Scale-1 and II to 
grant C.L., E.L., Surrender leave and sanctions T.A. bills, 
LFC/LTC bills, joining time leave, festival advance, medical 
aid expenses of their respective staff members within their 
limits prescribed therein. ‘ 

15. Admittedly the disputant w'as a Scale-1 officer 
and he w'as designated as Field Officer. It is the admitted 
case of both parties that, Br. Manager (Scale-I) and Field 
Officers are inter-changeable. In a Branch the senior person 
is posted as a Branch Manager while the junior is posted 
as Field Officer. Depending upon these posting they are 
also required to work as officer without any special 
designation when they are posted in General 
Administration Deptt. and Planning & Development 
Department. This shows that depending upon their place 
of posting these officers exercise different powers but that 
does not mean that they are different from the other. From 
the various circulars referred to earlier it is crystal clear that 
when a Field Officer is posted as Branch Manager he w'ould 
be enjoying the lending and non-lending power and the 
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power of exercising control over his subordinate staff by 
granting them different types of leave and sanctioning their 
T.A., L.T.C. bills etc. Like wise when the self same officer is 
posted as Field Officer he is naturally required to do a 
different types of job none the less both administrative 
and supervisory which is evidence from circular dated 
13-8> 1991 (Ext.-10/2) issued on the basis of National 
Industrial Tribunal award. This circular details the duties 
and function of Field Officer as follows. 

Duties & Functions of Field Officer 

a. Survey the village under the Area of operation of 
the Branch as per Reserve Bank of India guidelines 
relating to Service Area Approach. 

b. Identification of borrowers, canvassing of loan 
applications, conducting of village meetings and 
scheme formulation. 

c. Receipt, Preliminary Scrutiny of loan applications 
and obtaining required particulars. 

d. Processing of loan applications, pre-sanction visit 
to the borrowers farm/site, appraisal of loan 
proposals and recommendation for sanction. The 
report of the pre-sanction visit must be noted down 
in the pre-sanction visit register. 

e. Obtaining required documents from the borrowers 
renewal of documents etc. 

f. Distribution of loans and verification of utilization 
of loan. Suitable arrangements for disbursement 
of kind component. 

g. Post sanction visits to borrower, follow up and 
Recovery. Periodical contact with borrowers, 
reporting of the adverse features of the borrowers. 

h. Preparing paper,s/notices for certificate case 
Section 4( 1) filing of Suits, OPDR cases in case of 
defaults etc. 

L Liaison with government and other agencies 
connected with Agricultural Development. 

j. Attending various meetings such as BLCC, BLBC 
meetings, D.C.C.- meeting etc. (if called for 
specially) convened by the Government as well as 
non-Govemment agencies as directed by Manager 
of the branches. 

k. Providing technical guidance to branches/ 
customers various aspects of developmental work. 

l. Maintanance of D.C.B., Register, Preparation 
Statements in connection with advance and others. 

m. Balancing of loan accounts. 

n. Deposit Mobilization and Promotion of thrift. 

o. Besides, Field Officer should know the day to day 
Banking Transactions, Preparation of vouchers, 
release of vouchers, preparation of supplementary, 


cash book, G.L., G.L.B. etc. so that in absence of 
the Manager, he can hold the Branch charge and 
other duties assigned by the Manager from time 
to time. 

16. Thus the duties of a Field Officer or the Branch 
Manager are found to be both administrative and 
supervisory in nature. So also the duties assigned to Senior 
Manager Area Manager equally of that nature. Further 
more the disputant in his . evidence has categorically 
admitted that on several occasions he was asked to 
function as Branch Manager during the temporary absence 
period of a regular Branch Manager. But when asked about 
the powers and functionings of a Branch Manager he states 
that neither the Branch Manager of both Scale-1 and 11 nor 
the Senior Manager or the Area Manager has got the powers 
of sanctioning of loan and supervising the work of others. 
He further stated that excepted the Chairman and the General 
Manager none of the above mentioned officers including a 
Field Officer has got the powers of exercising administrative 
control over the subordinate staff. According to him all the 
loans irrespective of its quantum are being sanctioned by 
the Chairman himself and in no case the Branch Manager 
or other officers have been delegated with such powers. 
But such of the evidence of the disputant appears like a 
cock and bull story when compared with the various 
circulars referred to above. As it seems he is quite clever 
enough to bully and distort the real state of affairs. His 
evidence during cross examination reveals that as a Branch 
Manager of Brahmapura Branch he has signed several 
agreements marked Ext.-12 and 14 on behalf ofthe bank, 
made payment of gold loans, passed various pay-in-slips, 
allowed payment of withdrawals, recommend to the 
Chairman for sanction of heavy loan amount, sanctioned 
gold loans (Ext.-12, 12/1), exercised his discretion in 
sanctioning loans in special circumstances (Ext.-12/3), all 
under his signature. Similarly Ext.-R, R/l which the disputant 
has filed shows that as an Officer on Special Duty he has 
submitted his weekly progress report on Deposit 
Mobilization suggestingiherein his personal views for 
modification of a circular (Ext.-R). His other document 
marked a “T” shows that while working in Brahmapura 
Branch he was in charge of gold security. Furthermore his 
evidence show that he was for some time kept in charge of 
Senior Manager of Planning and Development Deptt. and 
in such capacity he has signed the Budget Statement (Ext.- 
13 and 13/1) on behalf of the bank, sent various types of 
consolidates statements on deposit and advances of the 
Bank as whole to its sponsored UCOBank vide Ext.-13/2 to 
13/5. Ext.-13/6 further indicates that as a matter of duty and 
higher responsibility he being in charge of Senior Manager 
of the Planning & Development Department has calculated 
the premium over the total deposits of the Bank under his 
own signature. In his evidence the disputant-workman 
(W.W.l) has also admitted that as Field Officer bis duty 
was to make investigation to ascertain the efigibiiity of a 
customer to get loans and submit an Appraisal Report 
thereof by limiting the amount of loan to be placed before 
the competent authority for sanctioning of loan with his 
lending powers. He has also admitted in his evidence that 
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the Field Officers have been entrusted with duties and 
responsibilities to mobilize deposits by contacting 
resourceful persons of ihe area and submit Appraisal 
Report for sanction of loan. He has also stated that each 
month the Field Officer used to go on tour minimum for 20 
days a month to ascertain the proper utilization of loan 
amount. He was also stated that the Field Officers are 
authorized to persue recovery of unpaid loans and to make 
publicity in the locality about different schemes of the 
bank by arranging seminars, village meetings etc. and for 
this he is required to type out documents and papers, 
maintain village-wise registers, D.C.B Registers, loan 
balancing registers and loan registers and used to calculate 
interest on loan accounts, etc. At Para 16 to 23 of his 
affidavit evidence he has also narrated about the other 
duties as contained in Ext.-10/2 all pointing at a single 
direction that the work performed by a Field Officer in 
whatsoever capacity is not at all clerical in nature. It was 
rather a mixture of both Managerial and Supervisory 
nature as evident from the various documents noted earlier. 
Thus from the various discussions made above, it is clear 
that the work performed by the disputant in different seats 
and capacities is not at alt clerical in nature. Rather it 
suggests that his basic duty was both supervisory and 
administrative in nature. While narrating about the afore- 
stated duties of a Field Officer the disputant has of course 
given an explanation each time that the Field Officer used 
to do all these under the direction, administrative control 
and supervision of the competent authority and that except 
the said authority no other officer was competent to utilize 
his Appraisal Report or to exercise control over his work. 
But as these explanations are found to be contrary to the 
official circular and orders the same cannot be accepted. 
Rather for extending such explanation the disputant can 
be accused of distorting the real fact with the sole aim of 
misleading the Tribunal. 

17. It was argued on behalf of the 2nd Party-Union 
to declare a person’s job as managerial or supervisory it is 
to be established that the person concerned had the power 
of taking disciplinary action against the staff, he had the 
power of sanctioning leave of the staff and that he was 
capable of taking independent decision so as to bind the 
Management and that there being no fuch evidence about 
exercise of such power by the disputant-workman he is to 
be treated as a workman as defined under Section 2(S)ofthe 
Industrial Disputes Act, his job being purely clerical in nature. 
U be noted here that, with reference to the term “Workman” 
as defined under Section 2(S) of the Industrial Disputes Act 
the Apex Court have held in the case between the 
Management of Sonepat Co-operative Sugar Mill Ltd., - 
Versus-Ajit Singh reported in 2005-5-1 -LLJ-SC1122 that:— 
A person would come within the purview of the said 
definition if he (i) is employed m any industry and 
(ii) performs any manual, unskilled, skilled, technical, 
operational, clerical or supervisory work. The job of 
a Clerk ordinarily implies stereotype work without 


power of control or dignity or initiative or 
creativeness. The question as.to whether the 
employee has been performing a clerical work or not 
is required to be determine upon arriving at a finding 
as regards the dominant nature there of with a view 
> to give effect to the expression to do “any manual, 
unskilled, skilled, technical, operational, clerical or 
supervisory work” the job of the concerned employee 
must fall within one or the ether category thereof. It 
would therefore not be correct to content that merely 
* because the employee had not been performing any 
managerial or supervisory-duties ipso facto he would 
be a workman. 

18. It is pertinent to quote a legal saying that man lie 
but a document would never lie. Therefore, when the 
documents produced by the Management sqarely speak 
of the various duties of different officers including that of 
the disputant and such duties being administrative and 
supervisory in nature, it can hardly be believed, as claimed 
by the Union, that the job of all the officers falling under 
Group-A are clerical in nature. In the case of Young 
Women’s Christian Association of India reported in 2005- 
1 -LUf-643 (Delhi) ithas been held that— 

“It is to be presumed that the employee does the job 
that he or she is employed to do. This is of course a 
rebuttable presumption the onus being on the 
employee to show that he or she was actually doing 
some other work he or she was employed to do.” 

19. Therefore in the face of the documents and the 
oral evidence adduced by both parties and by taking into 
account the pay scale of the disputant it can be said that 
the Union has miserably failed to rebut the above 
presumption of law and as such its arguments that all the 
Group-A Officers including the disputants are workman 
within the meaning of the term falls to the ground as the 
dominant nature of duties of these officers are neither 
clerical, nor technical nor skilled or or unskilled or devoid 
of dignity. Therefore, considering the evidence adduced 
by both parties 1 hold in totality of the entire evidence both 
oral and documentary that neither the disputant so called 
workman Shri Duryodhan Lenka nor any of the Group-A 
officers fall within the definition of workman and such the 
reference is held to be not maintainable. 

ISSUE NO. 3 to 6 

20. In view of the above finding on Issue No. I & 2 
answering of other issues become redundant and as such 
needs no answer. 

- 21. Accordingly the reference is answered as not 

maintainable with the observation that the Government 
would have avoided the perpetuality of the litigation had 
the Conciliatory Agency been little investigative before 
recommending the case to the Government. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

N.K.R. MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 
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[R^T-12011/54/2002-34$ 31R («ft-ll) 
Rt. ‘FMI^K^T, 3T4T tffad 
New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2006 
S.O. 2085. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. No. 119/2002 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- Labour 
Court, Lucknow as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Syndicate Bank and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 
02-05-2006. 

[No. L-12011 /54/2002-lR(B-l I)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW 
PRESENT: 

SHR1 KANT SHU KLA, Presiding Officer 
ID. No. 119/2002 

Ref. No. L-1201 l/54/2002-!R(B-ll) Dt. 17-6-2002 
BETWEEN 

The State Secretary 

Syndicate Bank Employees Union ' 

U.P. State Committee 

211, Vi nay Palace, Ashok Marg 

Lucknow. 

AND 

Syndicate Bank 

Dy. Gen. Manager, SB, Zonal Office 
Naval Kishore Road, 

Lucknow (U P.) 226001. 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi referred the following dispute vide Order No. L-12011/ 
54/2002-1R (B-U) dt. 17-6-2002 as amended vide corrigendum 
no. L-1201 I/54/2002-1R (B-II) dated 24 Oct., 2002 for 
adjudication to the Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour 
Court, Lucknow: 

"Whether the action of the management of Syndicate 
Bank Lucknow in terminating the services of Sh. Shanker 
Kumar, Part-time Sweeper w.e.f. 9-8-2001 is legal and 
justified? If not what relief the concerned workman is 
entitled to?" 


Trade union has filed the statement of claim stating 
that die Syndicate Bank (hereinafter referred to as die bank) 
opened an Extension Counter at Litde Angles School, Indira 
Nagar, Lucknow on23-12-99, and from the date of opening 
of the Extension Counter at Little Angles School the bank 
appointed Sri Shanker Kumar who was earlier working as 
Badli part-time sweeper at the bank’s Zonal Office, Lucknow 
for preety long time, on 1/3 scale wags i.e. from 23-12-99 
Shanker Kumar (hereinafter referred to as the workman) 
was often entrusted the duties of a attender (Peon in die 
Bank is called attender) woricer was paid to establishment 
head and he was required to sign the attendance register 
meant for regular employees of die bank each day. Worker 
was working in the extension counter of die bank against 
clear vacancy. The office incharge of Little Angle School, 
lndra Nagar, Lucknow verbally terminated the services of 
the worker at die close of office hours on 9-8-2001 without 
assigning any reason for termination, without payment of 
notice pay and retrenchment compensation. The trade union 
under the circumstances represented to Dy. General 
Manager vide letter No. LKO/UPSC/SS/277/2001* dt. 
21-8-2001 requesting to allow die workman to continue 
working at his post at extension counter. Chief General 
Manager of Zonal Office, Lucknow of die bank issued letter 
dt. 18-9-2001 appointing the worker for 2 months on 
consolidated wages of Rs. 450 at the bank’s extension 
counter Board of Revenue, UP offices at Lucknow, The 



from 1/3 scale wages to Rs. 450 and his appointment was 
attempted to be made a contractual appointment 


Trade union has alleged that the termination is illegal 
therefore the workman is entitled to be reinstated with full 
back wages and his absorption in permanent service of die 
bank. 

The Chief Manager of Zonal Office of die bank has 
filed the written statement objection taken besides offer is 
that. The General Manager, Syndicate Bank Zonal Office, 
Meerut has not been impleaded as opposite party. It is 
admitted that the worker was engaged as part-time sweeper 
i.e. 23-12-99 on temporary basis at die extension counter of 
the bank at Little Angles School. Bank apart from running 
various branch was also having staff Training College at 
Lucknow. Administrative decision was taken by the 
management of the bank for closing/shifting of staff 
Training College to Meerut and in lieu the Regular/ 
Permanent part-time sweeper who was employed at Staff 
Training College was shifted/transferred to extension 
counter. On such transfer the services of Shanker Kumar 
were discontinued. However, the bank again offered 
temporary employment to Shanker Kumar at its newly 
opened extension counter at Board of Revenue, UP office, 
Lucknow and directed the worker to join duties there on or 
before 25-9-2001, but he did not report for duties. Shanker 
Kumar was not employed as per stipulated rules. Any 
regular appointment in the category of workman in sub- 
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staff cadre (part-time/full-time/scale wages) can only be 
made as per the Government guide lines relating to 
notification of vacancies to employment exchange, 
reservation of SC/ST, physically handicapped. Ex- 
serviceman etc. The worker never undergone the prescribed 
process for his employment, because his services were 
ehtitled on temporary basis. The worker was not entitled to 
retrenchment compensation as he was not validly appointed 
in the service of the Bank. There can be no compensation 
in the case of engagement on casual/temporary basis. 

It is submitted that the Government of India has come 
out with an approach paper in the year 1990. The approach 
paper states that the cases of temporary employees who 
have put in not less than 240 days of temporary service in 
12 consecutive months and who are entitled to the benefit 
ofSection25Fofthe l.D. Act, maybe decided by entering 
into a settlement with the representative union. It is admitted 
fact that the sevices of Shanker Kumar were engaged at 
zonal office from time to time as Badli PTs ip temporary 
vacancy caused in the absence of permanent workman a 
per the provisions of Bipartite Settlement. The wages paid 
to part-time sweeper of the bank are fixed on the basis of 
carpet area of the branch as per the settlement. It is also 
admitted that "whenever the permanent attender proceeds 
on leave, the duties were entrusted to the worker for which 
they ever suitably compenssionaed as per the rules. It is 
also admitted that expenses which are incurred for sweeping/ 
cleaning the branch are being debited to establishment 
head and such persons who are being paid the charges 
from establishment head are also allowed to sign the 
attendance register so as to keep record of such work and 
entrusiment of duties. With regard to allegation of the 
worker that he had worked in clear, vacancy the management 
of the bank-has stated that vacancy can increase or decrease 
as per the required business ground/mechanization 
process/opening or closing of the branches. The claim of 
the union that there was a clear vacancy is not admitted to 
the bank. The worker in para 11 of their statement of claim 
has submitted that the bank has admitted before the Asstt. 
Labour Commissioner (C) Lucknow that the workman 
worked continuously from 23-12-99 upto 9-8-2001 except 
his absence as detailed hereunder: 


April 

2000 

18 days 

Oct. 

2000 

3 days 

Nov. 

2000 

4 days 

Dec; 

2000 

4 days 

Jan. 

2001 

2 days 

April 

2001 

2 days 

May 

2001 

7 days 

June 

2001 

3 days 

July 

2001 * 

10 days 


[Pari II—Str. 3(ii)] 


From the foregoing, there is an admission on the part 
of the bank that the workman worked for the full year 
preceding 9-8-2001 except his absence for 3 5 days between 
10-8-2000 to9-8-2001.“ 

Replying to the above facts the management has 
stated that the matter is on record and needs no comment 
from the opposite party. However, it is sumitted that the 
services of the worker were utilised purely on temporarily 
basis and such temporarily appointment does not confer 
any statutory right to regu lari sat ion. In the circumstances 
the bank management has stated that the disengagement 
of the services of the worker is legal and justified and the 
worker is not entitled to any relief. 

Worker has not filed rejoinder on the stipulated time. 
However, on the date fixed for evidence worker was allowed 
15 days time to file rejoinder after payment of Rs. 200/- as 
cost to opposite party and the worker did file their rejoinder 
on 9-2-2004. 

Opposite party has filed following documents with 
list C-17 

1. Syndicate Bank head office, Manipai circular No. 
48/88/BC dated 15-2-88. 

2. Syndicate Bank head office, Manipai circular No. 

- 63/2001/BCdt 10-4-2001. 

3. Syndiacate Bank head office, Manipai circular 
No. 134/2001/BC/IRD dt. 29-8-2001. 

4. Syndicate Bank Zonal office, PDWS, Lucknow 
letter reference No. AAKAL/KA-V1-A/ 
ASTH A Y l/N IYU/PTS/491 /01 dated 18-9-01 
addressed to Sri Shanker Kumar S/o: Sri Ram Lai. 

5. Letter dt. 6-10-2001 by Sri Shanker Kumar, 
addressed to the Chief Manager, Syndicate Bank 
Zonal office, Lucknow. 

6. Syndicate Bank Zo:PD; Lucknow letter reference 
' No. Zon/PD/WM/54 l/Temp/P,TS/2001 dt. 

12-10-2001 addressed to Sri Shanker Kumar and 
sent by registered A.D. Post. 

Trade union has submitted that carpet area of Staff 
Training College, Lucknow was eligible for a PTS on foil 
scale wages and consequent upon the closure/shifting of 
STC, Lucknow the PTS posted there should have been 
posted to a branch suited for foil scale wages whereas the 
carpet area of Little Angles School, Lucknow was far less 
and by posting a PTS on foil scale wages and terminating 
the services of a PTS scale wages. This amount to violation 
ofprovision of Bipartite Settlement. It is further submitted 
that the worker had continuoulsy worked for more than 
240 days in a calandar year before his termination from the 
sevices and as such it was illegal and unjustified and in 
violation of Section 25 F of the l.D. Act. The worker has 
also submitted that the worker was appointed In extension 
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counter on permanent basis. It is reiterated that the worker 
was working against dear vacancy. 

The worker has filed earning record along with 
rejoinder and has also filed Saving Bank account pass book 
of the worker. Worker has examined himself and he has 
been cross-examined by the representative of the opposite 
party while the opposite party bank has examined Manager 
Personal Sri A.K. Srivastava who has been cross-examined 
by the representative of the opposite party. 

Parties have filed written arguments. 

I have carefully gone through the pleadings of the 
parties evidence on the record and the arguments forwarded 
by the parties. It is admitted by the parties that no written 
appointment letter was given to the worker on his joining 
on the extension counter. The worker as well as the witness 
of the management has stated so. 

This is also admitted fact that the worker Shanker 
Kumar started working from very first day of the opening 
of the bank i.e. 23-12-99 and the worker was being paid I /3 
of the scale. 

It is also not disputed that the worker worked at 
extension counter as PTS till 9-8-2001. 

It is also not disputed that the opposite party bank 
admitted before the Asstt. Labour Commissioner (C) 
Lucknow that the workman worked continuously from 
23-12-99 up to 9-8-01 except his absence as detailed 
hereunder; 


April 

2000 

18 days 

Oct. 

2000 

3 days 

Nov. 

2000 

4 days 

Dec. 

2000 

4 days 

Jan. 

2001 

2 days 

April 

2001 

2 days 

May 

2001 

7 days 

June 

2001 

3 days 

July 

2001 

10 days 


Thus from the foregoing table it is clear that the 
workman had worked at the extension counter for the full 
year preceding 9-8-01 except his absence for 35 days. 
Therefore, it is incorrect to say that the worker did not 
worked for more than 240 days preceding his termination 
within a calendar year. I fail to understand why the provision 
of Section 25F of the I.D. Act is not applicable in the present 
case. 

The worker has sought relief that the workman is 
entitled to absorbed in the permanent services of the bank, 
meaning thereby the worker was not in permanent services 
and was not in regular services of the bank and therefore 


he could not get the appointment letter. It is incorrect to 
say that the worker was in the permanent services of the 
bank. Worker claims his service before his engagement at 
the extension counter although prier to his engagement on 
the extension counter the worker was earlier working as 
Badli PTS at bank’s Zonal Office, Lucknow although the 
period is not established. This fact is made out from the 
perusal of statement of claim and written statement. 

From the written statement of the bank it is clear that 
the worker was disengaged from the extension counter as 
regular PTS who was employment at Staff Training College 
was shifted and transferred to extension counter as a result 
of closing/shifting of Staff Training College, Lucknow. 
Unless there was a clear vacancy how are/regular/ 
permanent part time sweeper could be posted at the 
extesnion counter. It means that there was a clear vacancy 
at extension counter at Little Angles School where worker 
was working as par time sweeper. No dout the worker was 
working there as temporari ly part time sweeper at 1 /3 of the 
scale. 

It is submitted by the management of the bank in the 
written statement that the worker cannot claim 
regularisation/absorption. The second plea is that since 
the worker was only temporarily employee and therefore 
he is not entitled to protection under Section 25F of the 
l.D. Act. 

Para 13 and 14 of the statement of claim filed by the 
trade union is material in this respect which is reproduced 
as under: 

“That being aggrieved the workman brought the 
matter to the notice of the union. The union under 
the circumstances wrote a letter No. LKO/UPSE/SS/ 
277/2001 dt. 21-8-01 to the Dy. General Manager, 
Lucknow of the bank requesting to allow the workman 
to continue working at his post at extension counter.” 
“That thereafter the Chief Manager of Zonal Office, 
Lucknow ofthe bank issued a letter dt. 18-9-01 appointing 
the workman for two months on consolidated wages of 
Rs. 450/- at the bank’s extension counter at Board of 
Revenue office at Lucknow. That this letter of the bank 
was a clever attempt on the part of the bank to bring the 
case of the workman to be covered by section 2 (oo) (bb) 
ofthe l.D. Act. Parawise reply ofthe above para is given in 
para 30 of written statement which is as under:- 

“That the contents of para No. 13 and 14 of statement 
of claim it is submitted that the Syndicate Bank 
Employees Union (SBEU) was very well aware ofthe 
glaring feet that Staff Training College is going to be 
close and the staff working at Staff Training College 
to be adjusted/deployed as per the policies of the 
, bank. The permanent part-time sweeper who was 
working in Staff Training College was transferred to 
Little Angles extension counter, Lucknow. It is further 
submitted that the bank was opening its new 
extension counter at Board of Revenue at Lucknow 


1458 Gl/06—26 
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and Sri Shanker Kumar was issued a letter to work 

there on consolidated wages of Rs. 450 for a period 

of two months.” 

The above pleading shows that the worker was 
disengaged from extension counter on 9-8-2001, trade 
union espoused the cause with the management on 
21-8-2001 and the management on 18-9-2001 issued an order 
appointing the worker for 2 months on consolidated wages 
of Rs. 450 at the bank’s extension counter at Board of 
Revenue Office at Lucknow. From the said order two things 
are clear: 

1. The salary of the worker was substantially 
decreased from 1/3 of scale pay to only 450/- consolidated. 

2. The worker could be disengaged again after two - 
months and the same would not amount retrenchment 
under section 2 (oo) (bb) of the l.D. Act. 

The above act of the management is therefore not 
fair and justified. 

It is admitted fact that the worker did not join 
extension counter at Board of Revenue Office, Lucknow as 
per the appointment order of the bank. The denial of the 
worker to join is contained in the application of the worker 
and the copy of which has been filed and which is on the 
record. 

The management has argued that the appointment 
of the worker was purely temporary basis at extension 
counter at Little Angles School and subsequently was 
directed to report for duty at newly opened extension 
counter at Board of Revenue Office, Lucknow on or before 
25-9-2001 where he did not report for the reasons best 
known to him and thus question of its continuation/ 
termination of his services was never arose and the 
same automatically stand discontinued on account of 
non-joining of duties at extension counter at Board of 
Revenue, Lucknow by the worker. 

It is further argued on beha If of the management that 
the worker was neither panel candidate nor sponsored by 
the Employment Exchange for such appointment and he 
was free to leave the job at any given point of time and the 
bank could have got the work done from other persons. In 
the circumstances the violation of Section 25F of the l.D. 
Act was never arose as he himself refused to work at the 
place where he was directed to report for duty without any 
valid or legal ground. There can be no retrenchment 
compensation either as the workman himself refused the 
job. It is also argued that the workman could not compel 
the bank for a particular place but in the present case 
workman himself refused to join his duty at his new place 
of posting and left the job of the bank with own and thus 
there is no violation of any provison of l.D. Act. 

In the present contest argument is misleading. The 
worker disengagement on 9-8-2001 amounts to termination 
and when trade union took the cause with the management 


then another appointment letter was issued depriving the 
worker the wages he was earning prior to his termination. It 
is not a fact that on 9-8-2001 itself the management of the 
bank directed him to join the extension counter of Board of 
Revenue. The cause of action arose on 9-8-2001. The 
management has right to retrenchment a person who has 
continuous service of more than 240 days in a calendar 
year presiding his termination. But at the same time the 
management has certain obligations are : 

1. Notice to be given in lieu of notice pay is to be 

given. 

2 . Retrenchment compensation is to be given. 

Section 25 F of the l.D. Act is reproduced below; 

25 F: Conditions precedent to retrenchement of 
workmen; No workman employed in any industry who has 
been in continuous service for not less than one year under 
an employer shall be retrenched by that employer until— 

(a) The workman has been given one month’s notice 
in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment 
and the period of notice has expired, or the 
workman has been paid in lieu of such notice 
wages for the period of the notice. 

(b) The workman has been paid, at the time of 
retrenchment, compensation which shall be 
equivalent to fifteen days average pay (for every 
completed year of continuous service ) or any 
part thereof in excess of six months; and 

(c) Notice in the prescribed manner is served on 
the appropriate government (for such authority 
as may be specified by the appropriate 
Government by notification in the Official 
Gazette). 

The workman can not compel! the employer for his 
appointment at the same place, but at the same time certain 
obligations are cause upon management. The law does not 
discriminate the temporary worker from the regular worker 
so far as Section 25F is concerned. To restrict the 
retrenchment the legislature with intent to protect the rights 
of labour in acted l.D. Act. 

I do not agree with the arguments forwarded by the 
management that the worker could be retrenched without 
notice, notice pay or compensation. 

In the present case it was not necessary for the worker 
to implead the General Manager of the Bank sitting at 
Meerut. 

From the discussions above 1 come to the conclusion 
that the disengagement/termination of the worker from 
extension counter Little Angle School is neither legal or 
justified. The issue is therefore answered in negative in 
favour of the worker. 

Now the question what is the relief worker to which 
is entitled. 
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The present case is for adjudication of termination 
of the worker from services w.e.f. 9-8-2001 The reference 
order does not permit to court to travel beyond the reference 
order and since the issue of absorption is not referred 
therefore the relief can not be granted to. However, the 
facts of the case are that the worker was not appointed as 
regular part time sweeper in the bank on the regular basis 
after abserving, the due procedure. Every government 
deptt. and undertakings as prescribed procedure for 
recruitment of employees and court can not permit the 
worker to enter in the bank service through back door. In 
the circumstances the relief of absorption can not be given. 
So far as the reinstatement is concerned the worker is 
entitled to it as the termination order is bad in law. 

The management of bank made at discretion to post 
the new incumbent in place of the worker to other suitable 
branch/extension counter of the bank. 

It is submitted by the representative of the worker 
that as part time sweeper had 1/3 scale the worker drawing 
wages of about 1500. It can be noticed that now it is the 
labours are at average earning Rs. 75 per day which comes 
about more than 2000 per month. In the circumstances the 
worker could have to earned meagure amount of Rs. 1500 
from employing himself as labour and since he has not 
worked. Since 9-8-2001 till date he is not entitled to the full 
wages. However as the worker has been terminated without 
fault of his own therfore in fitness of the case he is entitled 
to 25% of the back wages. Award passed accordingly . 
Lucknow 

244-2006 SHRIKANT SHUKLA, Presiding Officer 

2006 

TET. m. 2086.-3l)«fPl<h ^4K SifafWT, 1947 (1947 
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[tf T^-29011 /31/2004-311$ m (faftiti] 
■#. 3ToR yf44 

New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2006 

S.O. 2086. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 393/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of T.A.M.l.N. and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
2-5-2006. 

[No. L-29011/31/20G4-IR(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Und&&cy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE OEXTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDSUTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Friday, the 17th February, 2006 
PRESENT: K. J AYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 393/2004 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (I) and sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between 
the Management of TAMIN and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

The Secretary, Salem : I Party/Claimant 

Mavatta KanimaNiruvana 
Uzhiyar Sangam, Mettur Dam 

AND 

The Manager, : II Party/Management 

Tam in, Erode 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Claimant : M/s. D. Hariparanthaman 

Advocate. 

For the Management Sri S. Senthilnathan, 

.Advocate. 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No. L-29011/31/2004-IR (M) dated 28-7-2004 has 
referred the dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. The 
Schedule mentioned dispute is as follows:— 

“Whether the claim ofwages for Smt. A. Muthammal 
for the period from 9-11 -1994 to 21 -12-1997 by the 
Salem Mavatta Kanima Niruvana Oozhiyar Sangam 
against the management of TAMIN, Erode is legal 
and Justified? If so, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I.D. No. 393/2004 and notices were issued to both 
the parties and both the parties entered appearance through 
their advocates and filed their Claim Statement Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The party union espouses the cause of the concerned 
workman namely Smt. A. Muthammal who is a member of 
the 1 Party union. The said Smt. Muthammal was an 
employee as unskilled labour in A. Kunnathur quarry. While 
so, the Divisional Manager Mr. Boopathy visited the quarry 
on 7-11-94 and he asked the concerned employee to come 
to his office at Karur on the next day and when the 
concerned employee gone there, the Divisional Manager 
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told her that she would not be given employment as she 
allegedly abused the officials. Further the said Smt. 
Muthammal was denied employment in A.Kunnathur 
quarry from 9-11-94. Even when the concerned employee 
wrote a letter to the Divisional Manager and even when 
the Petitioner union has given a representation, the 
Respondent/Management has not consider the request to 
employ the concerned employee. After that the Petitioner 
union has given a representation to the Labour Enforcement 
Officer in which they have categorically stated that the 
concerned employee was denied employment from 

9- 11-1994. During the conciliation on 7-12-94, Labour 
Enforcement Officer advised the 11 Party/Management to 
provide employment to Smt. Muthammal. But in the 
meantime, the Respondent/Management issued a memo 
on 21 -11 -94 making allegations that Smt. Muthammal refused 
to carry out duties and that she abused the officials 
including Pani Thunaivar. Again the 11 Party/Management 
issued a memo on 17-4-95 alleging that Smt. Muthammal 
was unauthorisedly absent from 9-11-94. The mere fact 
that no such allegation was made in their earlier charge 
memo dated 21-11 -94 would make it clear that the memo 
dated 17-4-95 is making false allegations to subserve their 
interest. The concerned employee sent a detailed reply on 
28-8-95 explaining the facts in detail. While so, the 
Respondent/Management has sent an employee to the 
concerned employee while she was in her relative’s house. 
Since she refused to sign any paper fearing that the same 
would be utilized as ifshe resigned or as if she admitted the 
charges without understanding the contents. While so, 
the concerned employee was served with 2nd show cause 
notice dated 8-8-96 alleging that she was found guilty of 
unauthorized absence from 9-11 -94 as alleged in the charge 
memo in the ex-parte enquiry conducted on 

10- 11 -95. The concerned employee sent a reply on 5-9-96 
and after considering his reply the 11 Party/Management 
decided to ignore the ex-parte enquiry held on 10-11-95 
and the concerned employee was asked to appear for 
enquiry on 30-6-97. The concerned employee participated 
in the enquiry but she was not given a copy of findings or 
enquiry proceedings and the 11 Party/Management straight 
away issued punishment order on 16-12-97 based on the 
findings dated 18-8-97. It is stated in the order that the 
charges made in memo dated 21-11-94 were not proved and 
she was provided employment. Further, it is stated that she 
would not be given wages from 9-11-94 on the principle of 
no work no pay. The concerned employee immediately 
joined duty on 20-12-97 but to her surprise, she was given 
wages which was received on 9-1 1-94. Her appeal to pay 
wages was rejected the Respondent/Management. The 
punishment order deprives the concerned employee wages 
from 9-11-94 on the ground that she was absent from 
9-11 -94 and she was not entitled to wages, which is factually 
not correct. It is only the 11 Party/Management who denied 
employment to Smt. Muthammal from 9-11-94. Hence, the 
Pelitioner Union prays that an award may be passed holding 


that the claim of wages of Smt. Muthammal from 9-11 -94 to 
2-12-97 is legal and justified and consequently to direct the 
Respondent/Management to fix her pay appropriately. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that it is false to say that the 
Respondent/Management has denied employment to the 
concerned employee Smt. Muthammal. Smt. Muthammal 
has wilfully, deliberately and wantonly abstained from work 
without assigning any reason between 9-11—94 and 
21 -2-97 and therefore, wages were not paid to the concerned 
employee in spite of reinstatement was ordered on an' 
exceptional ground on 16-2-97. The concerned employee 
who was having about seven years of service and due to 
her erratic behaviour and proved insubordination as she 
was entertaining quarrel, with minemate and other senior 
officers in the work spot was sympathetically considered 
by the Enquiry Officer and an order was passed in her 
favour. When the Minemate one Mr. K. Rangaswamy had 
given a complaint to the Divisional Manager on 10- 1 0-94, 
the concerned employee abstained from duty from 
9-11-94 and show cause notice was issued on 21-11-1994 
calling upon her to explain the cause for why action should 
not be initiated against her, for which she has not 
responded to the said notice. In the mean time, 
unauthorised and assigning no reasons for the absence of 
the said delinquent was noticed and she was suitably 
issued a show cause notice dated 17-4-95 and explanation 
was called for. Even when the workers of A. Kunnathur 
quarry were shifted to Gudacherry mines w.e.f. 1-7-95 the 
concerned employee did not report for duty at this new 
place. The said show cause notice was issued to her. When 
the concerned employee refused to receive the enquiry 
notice, deliberately absented and allowed the Enquiry 
Officer to give findings against her on the charge of her 
long unauthorized absence. But, subsequently, the 
concerned employee made a representation and on 
consideration of the representation, a de novo enquiry 
was conducted and another chance was given and in that 
enquiry, considering the nature of delinquent and other 
factors, she was ordered to be put in service and the’period 
of absence was ordered to be treated as the period of loss 
of pay on the basis of established principle called no work 
and no pay by extending the benefit of doubt in favour of 
her since the complainant Mr. K. Rangasamy, minesmate 
had passed away before the second enquiry. The evidence 
recorded during the two domestic enquiries will clearly 
expose the actual attitude of the delinquent. The 
unauthorised absence of the delinquent which has 
absolutely no bearing on the earlier show cause notice 
dated 21-11-94 and therefore, it is false to allege that she 
was prevented from entering the mines. Pursuant to the 
complaint lodged by Sri K. Rangasamy, minemate, the 
concerned employee wantonly and deliberately abstained 
from work and she failed to give even a leave letter or 
subscribing any reason for long absence even after the 
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receipt of show cause notice dated 17-4-1995. Hence, for 
all these reasons, the Respondent prays that the claim may 
be dismissed with costs. 

5. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(i) “Whether the claim of wages of the concerned 
employee Smt. A. Muthammal for the period from 
9-11 -1994 to 21 -12-1997 by the Petitioner union 
against the Respondent/Management is legal 
and justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the concerned employee is 
entitled?” 

Point No.!:— 

6. In this case, the Petitioner union claims wages of 
Smt. Muthammal, the concerned employee in this dispute 
on the ground that she was denied employment by the 
Respondent/Management, therefore, the main issue to be 
decided in this case is whether the concerned employee 
has been denied employment from 9-11-1994 to 21-12-1997 
as claimed by the Petitioner uniqn or whether she had 
deliberately and wantonly abstained from duty without 
assigning any reason during the said period as alleged by 
the Respondent/Management? 

7. In this case, the concerned employee examined 
herself as WW1 and she has stated that she has been 
working in the Respondent/Management for the past 
20 years and in the year 1994 when she was working in 
A. Kunnathur quarry, Minesmate Mr. Rangasamy has given 
a complaint against her and on that the Divisional Manager, 
Mr. Boopathy came to the spot and he instructed her not 
to do work and further asked her to come to the Divisional 
office at karur and when she went to Karur to meet the 
Divisional Manager, he informed her not to come for work 
from the next day. Even though she represented and sent 
letters to the Respondent/Management, she was not 
permitted to work in mines and she marked documents Ex. 
W1 to W11 and on her complaint to the union, the Petitioner 
union made a representation to the Labour Welfare Officer 
and he directed the Respondent/Management to come for 
conciliation and in that conciliation, even though the 
officers of Respondent had admitted and also stated that 
she would be permitted to join duty, they have not given 
any permission and in the meantime, the Respondent/ 
Management issued two memos and in one memo, they 
have alleged that she has abused the officers of the 
Respondent/Management and in another memo, the 
concerned employee remained unauthorisedly absent from 
9-11-94. Though the enquiry was conducted in which 
findings was given, the first charge framed against her has 
not been proved and the second charge namely 
unauthorised absence has alleged to have been proved 
and they have given the punishment of no pay since no 
work was done by the concerned employee and against 
this, the concerned employee has raised this dispute. 


8. As against this, the Respondent contended that 
from the oral and documentary evidence produced before 
the enquiry, the Enquiry Officer has come to the finding 
that though the charge framed against the concerned 
employee that she was abusing the co-employee, which 
was not proved. Since the concerned employee has not 
attended the duty wilfully and wantonly, he has given a 
finding that she is not entitled to wages as claimed by her. 
Therefore, it is clearly established that the concerned 
employee has deliberately and wantonly abstained from 
work without assigning any reason during the said period 
from 9-11 -94 to 21 -12-97 and therefore, she is not entitled 
to any wages. On the side of the Respondent/Management 
three witnesses were examined and documents Ex.Ml to 
M15 were marked. 

9. In her evidence, the concerned employee has 
stated that after the Divisional Manager has directed her 
not to come to work spot, she has given a letter to the 
Divisional Manager under Ex. W1 and she has given a 
letter to the management as well as Labour Enforcement 
Officer under Ex.W2. The labour Authorities directed both 
the parties to come for conciliation and conciliation notice 
is marked as Ex. W3. In that conciliation, the Labour 
Enforcement Officer advised the Respondent/Management 
to reinstate her in service. But, even though they have 
accepted the advise of LEO, they have not reinstated her 
as requested by the Labour Enforcement Officer. In the 
meantime, they have issued show cause notice dated 
21-11-1994 under original of Ex. M1. Since the proceedings 
before the labour authorities was pending, she has sent a 
letter to the Respondent/Management that she will give 
reply before Labour Enforcement Officer and sent a letter 
under Ex. W4. But, again on 1-12-1994, the Respondent/ 
Management asked her to give reply to memo under Ex. 
M1. She sent a reply under Ex. W6. Further, on 17-4-1995, 
the Respondent/Management issued another show cause 
notice under Ex. M2 and in that they alleged that she was 
on unauthorised absence. But without conducting proper 
enquiry, the Respondent/Management has passed an ex- 
parte order holding that she was unauthorisedly absent 
and when she sent a reply, de novo enquiry was ordered to 
be conducted and in that she has given a statement under 
the original of Ex. M7 and the Enquiry Officer has passed 
an order dated 10-12-1097. But, no 2nd show cause notice 
was issued to her nor findings of Enquiry Officer was sent 
to her. Without doing all these things, the Respondent/ 
Management has passed an order and the said order was 
passed under the original of Ex. M8. 

10. Learned counsel for the Petitioner contended that 
even before this Tribunal, the Respondent/Management 
has not denied the fact that they have not received Ex.Wl 
to W3 in which the concerned employee, the Petitioner 
Union and the Labour Enforcement Officer have requested 
the Respondent/Management to reinstate the concerned 
employee immediately. Without doing ail these things, they 
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alleged that the concerned employee has wantonly and 
deliberately abstained from work without assigning any 
reasons which is false one. Though the Respondent has 
examined three witnesses, none of the witness has spoken 
anything that they have not received the letter of concerned 
employee namely original of Ex.Wl or letter of Petitioner 
Union under original of Ex.W2 dated 11-9-1994 or the 
conciliation notice sent by Labour Enforcement Officer 
dated 21-11-1994 in which they have clearly stated that 
the Divisional Manager has asked the concerned employee 
not to come to the work from 9-11-1994. Though three 
witnesses namely S/Sri Dhuraisamy, Andavan and 
Boopathy were examined on the side of the Respondent/ 
Management, though they have stated that the 
concerned employee has refused to receive the enquiry 
notice and other things, they have not stated with regard 
to denial of employment by the Respondent/Management. 
Even though a de novo enquiry was ordered to be 
conducted against the concerned, employee, they have 
stated only with regard to first enquiry, which was set aside 
by the management itself. 

11. But, as against this, the learned counsel for 
Respondent/Management contended that there is no 
legally acceptable evidence to prove the Petitioner’s case 
that the concerned workman was wrongfully denied 
employment during the period from 9-11-1994 to 21 -12-1997. 
Even though they have challenged the order passed by 
the Disciplinary Authority, they have not challenged the 
report given by the Enquiry Officer. Though the Petitioner 
alleged that Respondent has not issued 2nd show cause 
notice, on that ground it will not vitiate the order dated 
10-12-1997 passed by the Disciplinary Authority, becasue 
the concerned employee was not prejudiced in any manner 
by not issuing 2nd show cause notice and issuing another 
show cause notice would have been an empty formality. 
The petitioner has not questioned the conduct of enquiry 
or any refusal of opportunity to be defended in the enquiry. 
Under such circumstances, since there is no defect in the 
enquiry and since the concerned employee has been fully 
afforded with reasonable opportunity against the charge 
framed against her, it cannot be said that the order passed 
by the Disciplinary Authority is vitiated. Futher, the powers 
under section 11A of the I.D. Act can be invoked only in 
case of discharge or dismissal of workmen and therefore, 
in this case since the dispute is raised under Section 2k 
and since it is not shown that the order passed by the 
Disciplinary Authority is vitiated by perverse or any other 
thing, it cannot be said that the order passed by the 
Disciplinary Authority is not sustainable. Under such 
circumstances, no relief can be granted to the concerned 
employee in this dispute. 

12. On considering the entire facts of this case, 1 
find there is no substance in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. No doubt, this dispute was 
raised under Section 2k of the l.D. Act and Section 11A 


cannot be invoked by the Petitioner and only in cases of 
discharge or dismissal by way of punishment that this 
Section 11A vests discretionary jurisdiction in the Tribunal 
to direct reinstatement with or without any terms or 
conditions or to vary the punishment as to the 
circumstances of the case may warrant. But, in this case, 
since the order passed by the Disciplinary Authority is 
without any legal evidence, 1 find this Tribunal can 
interfere with the order passed by the Disciplinary 
Authorithy. It is well settled that the difference between a 
finding which is not supported by any legal evidence and 
a finding which may appear to be not supported by 
sufficient evidence or may be based on inadequate or 
unsatisfactory evidence. In this case, it is the clear case 
of the Petitioner that she has not been permitted to enter 
the mines by the order of Divisional Manager from 
9-11-1994. For this, she relied on Ex. W1 to W3 which are 
letters sent by the concerned employee on 10-11-1994 
and the letter sent by Petitioner union on 11-11-1994 and 
the conciliation notice sent by the Labour Enforcement 
Officer. It is not the case of the Respondent that these 
letters were not received by the Respondent/ 
Management. In Ex.Wl the Petitioner has clearly stated 
that when the Divisional Manager came to A.Kunnathur 
quarry on 7-11 -1994 he asked the concerned employee to 
come to the office at Karur on 8-11-1994 and when she 
attended the office on 8-11 -94, he directed her not to come 
for work from the next day and she requested the Divisional 
Manager to permit her to do the work. Ex. W2 is the copy 
of letter sent by I Party union to Labour Enforcement 
Officer, Salem, wherein they have represented the same 
allegations as alleged by the concerned employee in Ex. W1 
and also requested the Labour Enforcement Officer to do 
the needful. The third document namely Ex.W3 which is 
the copy of conciliation notice, wherein the subject 
mentioned is alleged denial of employment to the 
concerned employee. But, without giving answar to all 
these documents, the management relied only on the 
evidence given before the enquiry and from this it is clear 
that it is only the Respondent/Management denied the 
concerned employee from entering the mines and not 
deliberate abstention from work by the concerned 
employee. Though the Enquiry Officer has held that since 
the concerned employee has not worked, on the principle 
of no pay for no work, she is not entitled for the wages, 
the Enquiry Officer has not discussed anything about for 
what reason, she has not worked in mines. Therefore, I 
find in this case, the findings of the Enquiry Officer and 
the punishment imposed by the Disciplinary Authority 
are based on no legal evidence and the conclusion is one 
to which no reasonable man would have come and it is a 
case of perversity and therefore, 1 fmd-4henconcemed 
employee has been denied employement from 9-11-94 to 
21-12-97 by the Respondent/Management and the 
allegation that concerned employee has deliberately and 
wantonly abstained from work not a true statement. 
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Therefore, I find this point that claim of wages of the 
concerned employee forthe period from 9-11-94to21-12-97 
by the petitioner union is legal and justified. 

Point No. 2:— 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief die Petitioner is entitled? 

13. In view of my foregoing findings that die claim of 
die wages of die concerned employee is legal and justified, 
she is entitled to the relief prayed for by die Petitioner 
union. Therefore, 1 direct the Respondent/Management to 
pay wages for the period from 9-11-94 to 21-12-97 to the 
concerned employee and also direct the Respondent to fix 
her pay appropriately. No costs. 

14. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, corrected 
and pronounced by me in the open court on this day the 17th 
February, 2006). 

K. J AYARAM AN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Claimant: WW1 Smt. A.Muthammal 

For the Respondent: MWl Srt P. Duraisamy 

MW2 Sri. P. Andavan 
MW3 Sri M. Bhoopathy 


Documents Marked:— 
Forthe I Party/Claimant:— 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

W1 

10-11-94 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Smt. Muthammal to 

Divisional Manager. 

W2 

11-11-94 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner Union to Labour 
authorities. 

W3 

21-11-94 

Xerox copy of the conciliation 
notice. 

W4 

01-12-94 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Smt. Muthammal to 
Respondent/Management. 

W5 

01-12-94 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Smt. 
Muthammal. 

W6 

10-12-94 

Xerox copy of the reply sent 
by Smt. Muthammal. 

W7 

05-09-% 

Xerox copy of the reply given 
by Smt Muthammal to 2nd 
show cause notice 


Be. No. 

Date 

Description 

W8 

1901-98 

Xerox copy ofthe letter from I 
party to Respondent 
Regarding enquiry findings. 

W9 

31-03-98 

Xerox copy of the order of 
Respondent/Management. 

WI0 

1607-02 

Xerox copy of the letter from 1 
Party to 11 party. 

W1I 

01-0803 

*• 

Xerox copy of the counter filed 
by respondent before 
Assistant Commissioner of 
Labour (Central). 

Forthe II Party/Management:— 

Ex.No. 

Date 

Description 

WI 

21-11-94 

Xerox copy of the show cause 
notice issued to the Petitioner. 

W2 

17-04-95 

Xerox copy of the show cause 
notice issued to Petitioner. 

W3 

10-11-95 

Xerox copy of the enquiry 
proceedings. 

W4 

06-2-% 

Xerox copy of the findings of 
Enquiry Officer. 

W5 

0808-% 

Xerox copy of the 2nd show 
cause notice. 

W6 

0707-97 

Xerox copy ofthe enquiry 
proceedings. 

W7 

0707-97 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner. 

W8 

10-12-97 

Xerox copy of the order of 
Divisional Manager. 

W9 

1808-97 

Xerox copy of the findings of 
Enquiry Officer. 

wio s 

07-11-95 

Xerox copy of the notice to 
Petitioner for enquiry. 

wn 

10-10-94 

Xerox copy of the complaint 
given by Rangasamy. 

W12 

2806-95 

Xerox copy of the office memo 
relating to transfer of 
workmen. 

W13 

0908-95 

Xerox copy of the report from 
Minemate, Gudachery. 

W14 

2808-95 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner to Divisional 



Manager. 

W15 

2508-% 

Xerox copy of the reply to 
show cause notice. 
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2-5-2006 TITO fT3IT «HI 

pPT. ^r-11012/2/2005-31^ 3TK (filfirtt)] 
T£T. 3134 4lfa3 
New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2006 

S.O. 2087.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 100/ 
2005) of the Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Airport Authority of India and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 2-5-2006. 

[No. L-11012/2/2005-IR(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 24th January, 2006 " 
PRESENT :K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 100/2005 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 
between the Management of Airports Authority of India 
(NAD) and their workman.] 

BETWEEN 

Sri A. Venkatesan I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Regional Executive Director,: II Party/ 

Airports Authority of India Management 

(NAD), Chennai Airport, 

Chennai. 

APPEARANCE:— 

For the Workman : M/s. K. M. Ramesh, 

Adovcates 

For the Management : M/s. Sree & Associates, 

Advocates. 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No. L-l 1012/2/2005-IR (M) dated 25-07-2005 has 


referred the dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. The 
Schedule mentioned dispute is as follows:— 

“Whether the demand of Sbri A. Venkatesan for re¬ 
employment by the management of AAI (NAD), 

Chennai is justified or not? If not, to what relief he is 

entitled to?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I. D. No. 100/2005 and notices were issued to both 
the parties. The Petitioner appeared through his advocate 
and filed Claim Statement. The Respondent entered 
appearance through their advocates and though serveral 
hearings were given for filing of Counter Statement, the 
Respondent has not filed the same, nor appeared before 
this Court for giving any explanation. Therefore, 
Respondent is called absent and set ex-parte. 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner joined the services of the II Party/ 
Management on 14-7-1995 as a contract workman driver 
and he was appointed through a contractor by name Mr. P. 

V. Rajagopalan and he was in service continuously upto 
16-1-96. Subsequently on 17-1-96 the Petitioner was 
employed through another contractor namely Sri. P. 
Thangavel and he was employed as driver in the 
maintenance and project departments of the II Party/ 
Management. The Petitioner was continuously working 
without any break whatsoever since the date of joining. 
Even though the contractors had been changing every 
year, he was continued in employment without any 
disruption upto February, 1998. The work performed by 
the Petitioner is perennial in nature and it comes within the 
four corners of Section 10 (2) of Contract Labour 
(Regulation and Abolition) Act and the so called contract 
between the Respondent and the respective contractors 
are mere paper arrangements. The said contractor have no 
role to play except lending their names. Even the payment 
was directly made by the II Party/Management. It is only 
the officials of II Party/Management to extract work directly 
from the Petitioner. Thus, the so called contract between 
the II Party/Management and contractors are only a 
pretence, nominal, sham andmake believe arrangement and 
this contract is mere ruse and camouflage to evade the 
compliance of various beneficial legislations and in the 
matter of payment of wages. The II Party/Management is 
adopting the device of contract in order to deny the status 
of regular workman to Petitioner and the benefits available 
to workman directly employed by it. The Petitioner filed a 
Writ Petition before the High Court in W. P. No. 19442/97 
praying for a direction to be issued to II Party/Management 
to absorb him and to regularise his service from the date of 
his initial appointment. During the pendency of the said 

W. P. the services of the Petitioner was terminated without 
complying with the mandatory requirements of Section 25F 
of the I. D. Act. Therefore, the Writ Petition was disposed 
of giving liberty to the Petitioner to approach the forum 
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created under I. D. Act. Then the Petitioner raised the 
dispute before Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central) 
and on the failure of conciliation proceedings, the matter 
was referred to this Tribunal. Since the Petitioner has 
worked continuosly for more than 240 days and since the 
Respondent has not followed the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25F of the l.D. Act, the termination is invalid, illegal 
and arbitrary. Further, the Respondent/Management has 
contravened the provisions of Section 25G of the l.D. Act. 
The action of the Respondent/Management in causing his 
non-employment by illegally removing him from service is 
tptally illegal and unjustified Hence, for all these reasons, 
the Petitioner prays that an award may be passed to 
reemploy him in service with continuity of service, back 
wages and all other attendant benefits. 

4. As aganist this, as 1 have already pointed out that 
the Respondent has not filed Counter Statement and 
therefore. Respondent is called absent and set ex-parte. 

5. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are— 

(i) “Whether the Petitioner’s demand for re¬ 
employment in service of die Respondent/Management is 
justified or not?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Point No. 1 

6. Since the Respondent has not filed any Counter 
Statement and since the Petitioner’s contention was not 
disputed, 1 find the contention of the Petitioner is true. The 
Petitioner alleged that he was employed as a driver through 
contractor namely Mr. P.V. Rajagopalan from 14-7-95 and 
subsequently from 17-1-96 he was employed through 
another contractor Mr. P. Thangavel and he was working 
continuously without any break ever since the date of 
joining. It is his further contention that even though the 
contractor was changing every year, he was continued in 
employment without any disruption up to February, 1998. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that the 
work done by the Petitioner is perennial in nature and 
comes fully within Section 10(2) of Contract Labour 
(Regulation and Abolition) Act. The Petitioner further 
alleged that even though he was appointed through 
contractors, the said contractor has no role to play except 
lending their names as contracor, i.e., they were only name 
lenders and he further contended that payments were made 
directly by the Respondent/Management. Further, the 
contractors who are name lenders did not turn up to the 
work spot and it is only the officials of Respondent/ 
Management who extracted work from the petitioner 
directly. It is the case of the Petitioner that the so-called 
contract is a pretence, nominal, sham and a make believe 
arrangement. The learned counsel for the Petitioner further 
contended that Supreme Court in a case reported in 2001 4 
LLJ 135 SAIL and Others vs. National Union Water Front 
Works has held that "if any industrial dispute brought 
before the Industrial Tribunal by a contract labour in regard 


to condition of service, the industrial Adjudicator will have 
to conside the question whether the contractor has been 
interposed either on the ground of having undertaken to 
produce any given result fra* die establishment under a 
genunine contract or is a mere ruse/camouflage to evade 
compliance of various beneficial legislations so as to deprive 
the workers of the benefit thereunder. If the contract is 
camouflage, the so- called contract labour will have to be 
treated as employee of die principal employer who shall be 
directed to regularise die services of the contract labour in 
the concerned establishment subject to the conditions as 
may be specified by it ” In this case, the Respondent has 
not disputed the claim of die Petitioner and therefore, he is 
entitled to the benefits as claimed in the petition. 

7. As I have already stated that the Respondent has 
not appeared before this Court nor filed any Counter 
Statement. Therefore, I accept the contention of die 
Petitioner and direct die Respondent/Management to re¬ 
employ the Petitioner into service with continuity of service, 
back wages and other attendant and consequential benefits. 

8. Thus, the reference is disposed of accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, corrected 

and pronounced by me in the open court on this day the 24th 
January, 2006.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
# fa#, 3 2006 

m. 2088.—ateilPl* Pw aifafam, 1947 (1947 

*FI14)#tfrcr 

■tnfo ^ Tfag Mawff afa ^ 

3lfacF7TTT (tM TOW 55/2001 

# 2-5-2006 # juki *7TI 
[TT. T^T-26011/1/99-31# 3TK (fafal)] 
l^T. sm Tlf^ 
New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2006 

S.O. 2088.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 55 of 
2001) of the Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneshwar as shown in the Annexure, in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Kalta Iron Mines and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 2-5-2006. 

[No. L-26011/I/99-IR(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRffiNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, BHUBANESWAR 
PRESENT: Shri N.K.R. Mohapatra, 

Presiding Officer, C.G.l.T.-curn-Labour Court, 
Bhubaneswar. 

TR. INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 55/2001 
Date of Passing Award—27th March, 2Q06 


1458GI/06—27 
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BETWEEN: 

The Management of Asst. General 
Manager, Kalta Iron Mines, 

RMD, SAIL, P.0. Kalta, 

Distt. Sundargarh. : I Party-Management 

AND 

Their Workman, represented tlirough the General 
Secretary, North Orissa, 

Workers’ Union, P.O. Rourkela, 

Sundargarh. 

2nd Party-Union. 

APPEARANCE:— 

Shri R. C. Tripathy, 

Manager, Law, RMD SAIL 
Shri B. S. Pati, 

General Secretary, 

AWARD 

The Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, 
in exercise of powers conferred by Clause (d) of sub-section 
(I) and sub-seciton 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) have referred the following 
dispute for adjudication vide their Order No. L-26011/1/99 
IR (M)), dated 17-5-1999:— 

“Whether the demand of North Orissa Workers’ 
Union for payment of bonus at the rate of 20% for 
the financial year 1997-98 to all categories of 
employees working at Kalta Iron Mines. Raw 
Materials Division,SAIL, is justified? If so, to what 
relief the workmen are entitled to?” 

2. It is the admited case of both the parties that, 
initially the SAIL had placed the Kalta Iron Mines and 
many other mines under the administrative control'of the 
Rourkela Steel Plant. Subsequently in the year 1990, on the 
formation of a separate division called Raw Materials 
Division (RMD), the workers of these mines were 
transferred to the establishment of the RMD of SAIL. In 
the present reference it claimed by the Union that after 
transfer of the staffto the RMD the said division functioned 
as a separate Unit and earned huge profit in the following 
years and as such the wrokers are entitled to get higher 
percentage of bonus from out of the said earnings of the 
RMD. 

3. The l st Party-Management, has averred that after 
the above order of transfer of staff and mines was passed 
OJCs 1419/90,5980/93 and 9742/93 were filed by three of 
the Unions resisting the transfer of mine and its staff to the 
RMD with apprehension that the said transfer is likely to 
affect the service condition of the wrokers. On perusal of 
the order passed by the Hon’ble Court in the above noted 
OJCs it appears that in these OJCs the RSP filed his counter 
in the form of an undertaking that by such transfer of 
employees their service conditions were not going to be 


changed. The RSP in that counter gave further undertaking 
that even if the workers are transferred to the RMD they 
would be getting their usual pay and other benefits at par 
with the employees of the RSP. On the basis of such 
undertaking the Hon’bU Court in its common judgement 
was pleased to dismiss the OJCs holding that the service 
condition of the employees will remain intact as before 
even though they are transferred to the RMD. The workman 
witness No. 1 has categorically admitted that even till date 
he is getting bonus at the rate at which other employees of 
RSP are being paid. In view of the above there seems no 
justification for the present Union to claim separate bonus 
in addition to the bonus being paid to these workers by the 
RSP. Therefore, the claim of the Union demanding 20% 
bonus from out of the profit of RMD is found to be of little 
consequence the same being devoid of merit. 

4. Reference is answered accordingly. 

Dictated and Corrected by me. 

N. K. R MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 
3 2006 
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New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2006 

S.O. 2089.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), die Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 601/ 
2001) of the Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Bum Standard Co. Ltd. and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
2-5-2006. 

[No. L-29012/45/200MR(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under. Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Thursday, the 16th February, 2006 . 
Present: K. JAYARAMAN, 

Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 601/2001 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) apd sub-section 2 (A) of 
Section i Oof the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 


For Management 
For Union 




[*rmi—■ T3*s 3(ii)] 


^ 27, 2006/^3 6, 1928 


4653 


between the Management of Bum Standard Company Ltd. 
and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

1. The General Secretary, : I Party/Claimants 
Magnesite Thozhilalar Munnetra Sangam, 

Salem. 

2. The Deputy General Secretary, 

Magnesite National Labour Union, Salem. 

AND 

The General Manager, II Party/. 

Bum Standard Company Ltd,, Management 

Salem 

2. Shri Nandagopal, Contractor 

3. SriP, Subramani, Contractor 

Appearance:— 

For the Claimant : M/s. Row and Reddy 

Adovcates 

For the Management M/r. M. R. Raghavan 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No. L-29012/45/200 MR (M) dated 7-87-2001 has 
referred the dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. The 
Schedule mentioned dispute is as follows 

“Whether the demand of the workmen for payment 
of equal wages (same and similar wages) as that of 
the permanent workmen who are performing same 
and similar nature of job is justified? If not, to what 
relief the workmen are entitled?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, the industrial 
dispute was taken on file as I. D. No. 601/2001 and notices 
were issued to both the parties and both the parties entered 
appearance through their advocates and filled their Claim 
Statement and Counter Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows 

The concerned workmen in this dispute are 145 and 
the job performed by the workmen are perennial in nature. 
The concerned workmen in this dispute even though are 
designated as contract workmen, they are performing the 
work of the permanent employees. But, they have not paid 
as that of permanent employees. These employees are 
regular employees of 1st Respondent company. Even 
assuming that they are contract workmen since they are 
permanent employees as per rule 25 (v) of Contract Labour 
(Central) rules, these 145 workmen are entitletfto equal pay 
for equal work. Even though the said rules provide that the 
competent authority has to decide this issue, this Tribunal 
has got powers to decide die issue referred for adjudication, 
the 3rd Respondent even though alleged to be a contractor, 
he is no longer a contractor of the 1st Respondent. The 
workmen who are alleged to be under 3rd Respondent 


contractor are still continued to work under 1 st Respondent, 
the concerned workmen are denied various benefits as 
could be seen from the Claim Statement filed in l.D. No. 
592/2001. Admittedly, these 145 workmen are doing the 
work which is essential and perennial in nature. Therefore, 
the Respondents are jointly and severally liable to pay the 
workmen equal pay for equal work and prays this Tribunal 
to pass an award in their favour. 

4. As against this, the 1st Respondent has filled 
Counter Statement wherein they have contended that this 
dispute as well as reference is not maintainable. There is 
no details regarding espousal of the cause of workmen 
mentioned in Claim Statement. Therefore, in the absence of 
such particulars, this dispute is not maintainable. Further, 
the issue referred to in this case is without any jurisdiction 
and beyond the scope of powers conferred on the Govt, 
under l.D. Act. The Respondent/management is a 
Government of India undertaking employing around 1500 
employees. Apart from these employees, around 130 
workmen were working under two licensed contractors and 
licenses were issed by licensing authority under Contract 
Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act It is not correct to 
say that the work done by the contract workers are perennial 
in nature. Further, utilisation of contract labour is not 
uniform and it varies day to day depending on arrival of 
number of lorries for loading/unloading and the work done 
by contract workers are different from the work done by 
regular employees. The regular employees are in production 
process and in maintenance of company owned equipments 
and responsibilities of these employees are also differ. The 
contract employees are not duty bound to report for duty 
as and when required. Therefore, question to paying them 
the same or similar wage as that of company employees 
does not arise and it is also unsustainable in law. This 
Respondent is not aware of number of workmen being 
employed by contractor, who engages his contract 
workmen. It is not true to say that the work performed by 
the contract workmen is perennial in nature. It is true that 
3rd Respondent is no longer a contractor with 1st 
Respondent. It is also not true to say that contract workers 
engaged by Mr. Subramani are still continuing to work 
under 1st Respondent. In these circumstances, the 1st 
Respondent prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In these circumstances, the points for .my 
consideration are— 

(0 “Whether the demand of the concerned workmen 
for payment of equal wages as that of permanent 
workmen, who are performing same and similar 
nature of job is justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the concerned workmen are 
entitled?” 

Point No. 1:— 

6. The short point to be decided in this case is 
whether the workmen mentioned in schedule are entitled 
to payment of equal wages as that of the payment of 
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workmen who are performing same and similar nature of 
job by the Respondent/Management. 

7. In the Industrial Dispute No. 592/2001, the 
concerned employees requested to regularise/absorb them 
as per settlement dated ] 8-7-97 in which this Tribunal has 
come to the conclusion that they are entitled to be 
regularised/absorbed as per the settlement and therefore, 
the next thing to be decided in this case is whether they are 
entitled to equal wages as that of permanent workmen who 
are performing same and similar nature of work in the 
Respondent/Management. In this case. Petitioners alleged 
that all the workmen are doing the same work as that of 
permanent workmen under the Respondent/Management, 
but the workmen mentioned in the petition are paid lesser 
wages than that of regular workmen. No Doubt, the 
Petitioners is this case have not been produced any 
document to show that regular workers are doing the same 
and similar job as that of contract workers mention in the 
petition. But, all the documents pertaining to contract 
workers and also regular workers are with the Respondent 
and they have not produced any document to show that 
the work done by the concerned workmen in the petition 
and also the work done by regular employees are different 
in nature. Even though they alleged that concerned 
workmen are doing the work as per the work order given to 
the contractor, when the Petitioners alleged that they are 
doing the same and similar work as that of regular workmen, 
it is bounden duty of the Respondent/Management to 
establish that regular workmen are doing different work. 
Further, in this case one Mr. Sivalingam who was examined 
as WW4 has clearly stated in his evidence that apart from 
loading and unloading, the workmen mentioned in the 
petition are engaged for manufacturing process work. The 
said Mr. Sivalingam is a permanent employee of 
Respondent/Management and further. Ex. W9 which was 
produced by the Petitioner clearly shows the department in 
which the alleged contract workers namely persons 
mentioned in the petition are doing the same work side by 
side with the permanent workers. No doubt, the Respondent/ 
Management alleged that recruitment procedure has not 
been followed and the work performed by the contract 
workers (concerned workmen) cannot be compared with that 
of regular employees, they have not established this fact 
with any material evidence. On the otherhand, the Petitioners 
have established their contention with satisfactory (oral and 
documentary) evidence that the concerned workmen namely 
145 workers were doing the same work as that of regular 
workmen and therefore, the learned counsel for the Petitioner 
contended that the concerned workmen are entitled to equal 
pay for equal work. 

8. As against this, learned counsel for the 
Respoendent contended that the work done by contract 
workers are not perennial in nature as their nature of job 
and recruitment of manpower varies on day to day basis 
depending upon the arrival of number of lorries for loading 


and unloading and other incidental works. It is also not 
true to say that contract workers work carried on by them 
are incidental to production process. No doubt, the 
Petitioners have examined one of the permanent employee 
of the Respondent/Management, but on that ground 
namely on the oral evidence given by the interested 
witness, it cannot be said that Petitioners have established 
their contention. The burden is upon the Petitioners to 
establish that they are doing the same work as that of 
regular workmen. Since they have not established this fact 
with any satisfactory evidence, they are not entitled to any 
relief as claimed in the dispute. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Responded that regular workers are appointed 
based on the approved vacancies by the Corporate office 
at Kolkatta following the Govt, policy in recruitment 
procedure like recruiting ■ orkers through employment 
exchange, following reservation policy aspects of SC/ST/ 
OBC and age factors, qua'-Heat ion and certain physical 
standard experience etc. and urther, there are bound to be 
difference between permai ent workmen recruited for 
specific jobs in the company compared to contract 
workmen, who are illiterate workmen recruited by contractor 
to do mannual jobs. At no stretch of imagination, it can be 
said that the contract workers are doing the same work as 
that of regu lar workmen. 

9. No doubt, I find some force in the contention of 
leaned counsel for the Respondent, but when the 
Respondent/Management has not documents to show that 
these contract workmen are doing dfferent work than that 
of regular workmen and regular workmen are doing the 
work as alleged by the Respondent/management, they have 
not produced any documents to show the work difference 
between the two categories of workmen. Further, the 
Respondent/management has not elicited from WW4, who 
is a has stated that both these categories of workman 
regular workmen and contractor workers are doing the same 
work. No doubt, the Respondent/management has got 
recruitment rules and procedure, but it is establsihed before 
this Court that some of the workman in the petition are 
working for more than 20 to 25 years and they are doing the 
work continuously and the work done by them is perennial 
in nature. Under such circusmstances, I find the concerned 
workman are doing the same work as that of regular 
workman. Therefore, 1 find this point in favour the 
Petitioners. 

Point No. 2:— 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the concerned workmen are entitled? 

10. In view of my foregoing finding^ that concerned 
employee are entitled to payment of equal wages as that of 
permanent workmen under the Respondent/Management, 
I find the concerned employees are entitled to the relief of 
payment of equal wages as that of permanent workmen 
prospectively. No costs. 
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11. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 
(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 16th February, 2006). 

K. JA YARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

Forthe! Party/Claimant : WWl Sri C. Murugesan 

WW2 Sri K. Raghupathy 
WW3 Sri VK.Nallamuthu 
WW4 Sri I. Sivalingam 
WW5 SriN. Karuppaiah 

For the 11 Party/Management: MW1 Sri P. Selvaraj 

MW2 Sri. S. J. Soundarmjan 

Documents Marked:— 

For the I Party/Claimant:— 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

W1 

18-07-97 

Xerox copy of the memorandum of 
settlement 

W2 

17-08-98 

Xerox copy of the letter from RLC 
to Respondent 

W3 

28-10-98 

Xerox copy of the memorandum of 
settlement. 

W4 series 

nil 

Xerox copy of the PF slips. 

W5 series Nil 

Xerox copy of the list of workers 
drawn by Petitioner Union. 

W6 series Nil 

Xerox copy of the document 
showing direct relationship with 
principal employer. 

W7 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the? list of 49 persons 
of Magnesite Thozhilalar Munetra 
Sangam 

W8 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the list of 77 persons 
ofiNTUC 

W9 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the document 
showing places where 145 workmen 
were working 

W10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the document 
showing gratuity was paid to 
Ganesan Anandan who was not in 
regular rolls. 

Wll 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the resolution taken 
during meeting 

W12 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the document to 
show company is running in profit 

W13 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the register of 
contractors under Form XII 

W14 

02-06-83 

Xerox copy of the certificate of 
registration 

W15 

15-03-73 

Xerox copy of the licence of Sri R. 
Govindan, Contractor 


W16 

30-06-98 

Xerox copy ofthe work order given 
to Nandagopal 

W17 

0&4948 

Xerox copy of the work order given 
top. Subramani 

W18 

29-01-04 

Xerox copy of the annual return 
u/s. 82 (2) for2003 

W19 

31-01-05 

Xerox copy of the annual return 
u/s. 82 (2) for2004 

W20 

25-11-02 

Xerox copy of the licence granted 
to Sri N. Nandagopal 

W21 

11-12-00 

Xerox copy of the licence granted 
toP. Subramani 

W22 

March, 98 

Xerox copy of the certificate of 
registration 

W23 

03-09-96 

X erox copy of the notice u/r 81 (1) 
(0 

W24 

27-01-02 

Xerox copy of the annual return u/s 
82(2) fix'2001 

W25 

02-11-98 

Xerox copy of the revised guidelines 
for recruitment to Posts in public 
sector enterprises. 

W26 

30-01-03 

Xerox copy of the annual return 
u/s. 82 (2) for2002 

W27 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the Provident Fund 
roles and regulations 

W28 

10-07-92 

Xerox copy of the amended 
certificate of registration 

W29 

23-04-04 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent/Management to 
Assistant Commissioner of Labour 
(Central) 

W30 

20-09-71 

Xerox copy of the certificate of 
registration 

W31 

13-05-86 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Assistant 

Commissioner of Labour (Central) 

W32 

16-12-02 

Xerox copy of the notice for 
voluntary retirement scheme 

W33 

04-06-03 

Xerox copy of the notice for 
voluntary retirement scheme 

W34 

17-09-04 

Xerox copy of the notice for 
voluntary retirement scheme 

W35 

11-12-00 

Xerox copy of the certificate of 
registration sent by Assistant 
Commissioner of Labour (Central) 

W36 

Nov. 89 

Xerox copy of the certificate of 
registration sent by Assistant 
Commissioner of Labour (Central) 

W37 

16-02-84 

Xerox copy of the certificate of 
registration sent by Assistant 
Commissioner of Labour (Central) 
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W38 

2405-94 

Xerox copy of the certificate of 
registration sent by Assistant 
Commissioner of Labour (Central) 

W39 

04-11-04 

Xerox copy of the circular issued 
by Respondent 

W40 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the signature of 
Secretary of Burns Officers 
Association 

W41 

28-1101 

Xerox copy of the review petition 
before BIFR 

W42 

160703 

Xerox copy of the Memorandum of 
Settlement arrived U/s. 12(3) 

W43 

2003 

Xerox copy of the lists of dates of 
events 

W44 

29-1104 

Xerox copy ofthe silver medal issued 
by Respondent to all workmen 

For the II Party/Management:— 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ml 

29-1003 

Xerox Copy of the license 

M2 

050804 

Xerox Copy of the certificate of 
registration 

M3 

07-1201 

Xerox Copy of the notice for VRS 

M4 

140901 

Xerox Copy of the order of BIFR 

M5 

2109-98 

Xerox Copy ofthe order of BIFR 

M6 

210105 

Xerox Copy of the categorywise list 
of workmen in factory 

M7 

27-12-76 

Xerox Copy of the recruitment 
procedure 

M8 

Nil 

Xerox Copy of the tender 
notification in newspaper 


Rf 
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New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2006 
S.O. 2090.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 7/ 
2005)ofthe Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of l.B.P and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 2-5-2006. 

[No. L-30012/57/2004-1R(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUN AL-CUM- LABOUR COURT CHENNAI 
Wednesday, the 25th January, 2006 
Present: K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 7/2005 
(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of 
Section 10 ofthe Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 
between the Management of IBP and their workmen) 
BETWEEN 

Sri K.S. Mohan : 1 Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The General Manager, II Party/ 

IBP Co. Ltd. • Management 

Cauvery Basin Marketing Terminal, 

Nagore. 

Appearance:— 

For the Workman : M/s.K. M. Ramesh 

Adovcates 

For the Management : M/s. T. S. Gopalan & Co., 

Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No. L-30012/57/2004-IR (M) dated 30-11 -2004 has 
referred the dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. The 
Schedule mentioned dispute is as follows :— 

“Whether the termination of Shri K.S. Mohan by the 
management of IBP, Muttam, Nagapattinam without 
prior notice and without any compensation is legal 
and justified? If not, to what relief the workmen 
concerned is entitled?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I. D. No. 7/2005 and notices were issued to both the 
parties and both the parties entered appearance through 
their advocates and filed their Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3- The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner was originally employed in Moorco 
India Ltd. (a Sanmar Group Company) which has technical 
knowhow for erection and commissioning terminal 
automation system and provides technical know-how to 
companies like the Respondent on contract basis. In the 
year 1993, the said Moorco India Ltd. has supplied Accuload 
I to the Respondent/Management. Further, it sent its 
employees including the Petitioner for erection and 
commissiong of terminal automation system for the 
Respondent at the Muttam village and the said company 
has also assigned the maintenance work for the warranty 
period of 12 months.'The Petitioner was also deputed for 
that purpose and the Respondent’s officers have asked 
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the Petitioner whether he would be willing to join the service 
of Respondent company after the warranty period is over 
and the Petitioner has expressed his willingness and after 
the warranty period was over, the Petitioner joined the 
Respondent as a technician and his salary was fixed as 
Rs. 2500/- per month and when he told the official concerned 
that he was drawing Rs.- 4000/- as salary in the said Moorco 
Company, they told that first he will be paid Rs. 2500/- and 
it would be increased in the next year and after completion 
of two years service, he would be brought to regular time 
scale. But even after three years continuous service of the 
Petitioner, he was not brought to regular time scale and on 
the contrary, he was paid wages only as retainer. When the 
Petitioner asked the official concerned to make him 
permanent and whenever he made such request he was 
told that they were awaiting orders from the Central 
authority. In the meantime, a group of employees who were 
working in Respondent/Management have approached the 
authority under Tamil Nadu Indstrial Establishment 
(Conferment of Permanent Status on Workmen) Act, 1981 
for direction to Respondent to confirm their services and 
'he authority by an order dated 22-10-2002 directed the 
Respondent/Management to confirm those employees 
services. While so, on 31-12-2003 when the Petitioner 
reported for work the Deputy Manager (Maintenance) called 
the Petitioner and told him that his services were terminated 
and he need not report for work from 1-1-2004, but he has 
not given any reason for termination. Even through he 
approached the Respondent/Management for several 
times, they have not given any proper reply. The work 
done by he Petitioner namely overseeing the functioning 
of automation system by attending to fault is a permanent 
nature and therefore, the Respondent/Management is not 
justified in saying that the work of petitioner was over and 
he was not a workman of Respondent/Managemefrt. By 
offering employment under Respondent/Management, the 
Respondent cannot terminate the services of the Petitioner, 
since the Petitioner carried out die work of permanent 
nature, there is no question of he being called as retainer. 
The action of Respondent/Management in treating the 
Petitioner as retainer for the job of maintenance, which is 
permanent in nature was clearly an act of unfair labour 
practice and therefore, the action of the management is 
illegal and unjust. Further, terminating the services of 
Petitioner without any prior notice is violative of principles 
of natural justice. They have not followed the mandatory 
provisions of Section 25 F and 25N of the I.D. Act and 
therefore, the order is void and non-est. Hence, for all these 
reasons, the Petitioner prays this Tribunal to pass an 
Award directing the Respondent to reinstate him into 
service with continuity of service, back wages and all other 
attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that the Respondent is an Indian Oil 
group company under Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas and it is engaged in the storage and distribution of 

\ 


petroleum products. In the year 1993 the Respondent put 
up a terminal for storage and distribution of petroleum 
products at Muttam village, Melavanjore post, Nagore in 
Nagapattinam District and this terminal is called as Cauvery 
Basin Marketing Terminal and in that there are about 16 
storage tanks for- storing different petroleum products. 
There is a product discharge gantry for each product and 
this discharge of product is done through electrically 
controlled pumps. The Respondent/Management placed 
an order with Moorco India Ltd. for supply, erection, 
testing, calibration software, functional checking and 
commissioning of terminal automation system including 
computer system, software etc. on a turn key basis for a 
value of Rs. 1.14 corers and in April, 1993 Moorco India 
Ltd. delivered the materials and also erected the system. 
There was a warranty clause by which the supplier was to 
ensure due performance of system for a period of 12 months 
from the date of commissioning and it also deployed the 
Petitioner to oversee the functioning of the system and 
this warranty arrangement came to an end in November, 
1994. As the Petitioner was a native of Nagapattinam 
District and as he was working as a representative of 
Moorco India Ltd. for more than a year, he wanted to leave 
the service of Moorco India Ltd. and to settle down in his 
native place and carry on an occupation as a free lancer 
and he represented to the Manage^ of Respondent that as 
the arrangement with Moorco India Ltd. had come to an 
end in November, 1994 he would attend to maintenance of 
system on a retainer basis on retainer fee of Rs. 2,500 from 
9-11-94 and it was accepted. The retainership was renewed 
periodically and also enchanced and the last such renewal 
was made at Rs. 5000 per month for a period of one year 
from I -1 -03 to 21-12-03 Moorco Inida Ltd. offered a more 
sophisticated system called Automation sytem III which 
was electronically controlled replacing mechanical system 
with a more sophisticated computer software and it was 
also agreed to provide a competent engineer to look after 
the maintenance and they were awarded the contract from 
1-5-2004. It was in these circumstances, the retainership 
with Petitioner could not be continued after 31-12-2003. 
Further, the Petitioner was not competent enough to look 
after maintenance of new system. The arrangement of 
Petitioner had with the Respondent in the matter of 
maintenance of automation sytems I was pn a retainer basis 
for a fixed period and the said retainership was being 
renewed from time to time from and the contract came to an 
end on 31-12-2003 and the same was not renewed and it 
was not by way Of employment and the-Petitioner was not 
employed in the service of Respondent and he cannot have 
any. claim beyond the period of his engagement as retainer. 
Further automation system I is not as if maintenane of 
system requires a frill time employee. This Respondent 
never made any promise to employ the Petitioner in its 
service. The Respondent has got its own recruitment rules 
and procedure and it cannot be employed any person as it 
likes and recruitment has to be done only by following 
prescribed procedure even observing community 
reservation. It is false to allege that the Petitioner was 
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employed in service of the Respondent as technician. The 
charges paid to Petitioner is only retainer fee and not wages. 
The reason for renewing the retainership was that more 
sophisticated system namely automation system III was 
introduced and the maintenance of system is being attended 
to by an Engineer deployed by Moorco India Ltd. Further, 
the Petitioner’s services were utilised only to attend any 
break down of system and the breakdown of system is not 
a permanent feature and it will not constitute a master and 
servant relationship. Since the contract was entered on 
31-12-2003 as it was known before, hand, there was no 
need to give notice and there was no question of violation 
of principles of natural justice. The arrangement came to 
an end in pursuance of terms of contract and hence, the 
same would not attract the provisons of either Section 
25 F and 25 N of the l.D. Act. Hence, for all these reasons 
the Respondent prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. The Petitioner again in its rejoinder alleged that it 
is only the II Party/Management which induced the 
Petitioner to leave Moorco India Ltd. and join them as 
technician to look after the maintenance of tanker lorry / 
filling system in their white oil terminal. Even after 
automation system III was erected replacing automation 
system-I, the hardware of automation system-I continued 
to exist and it is only software which has been replaced in 
the new system. The allegations that the Petitioner was 
not competent enough to maintain the new system is false 
and untrue. Even though it is alleged that there was a 
contract between the Petitioner and Respondent, no written 
agreement was entered into between them. No order of 
appointment fixing the tenure of appointment or as retainer 
or on contract basis was issued to the Petitioner. Therefore, 
the question of contract coming to an end as on 31-12-2003 
does not arise. The Petitioner worked under the 
Respondent/Management only as a technician. The 
Petitioner was’also doing overtime work. The Respondent 
has to regularise and confirm the Petitioner’s services upon 
completion of 480 days of continuous service in two 
calendar months from the date of his initial engagement as 
required under Tamil Nadu Industrial Establishment 
(Conferment of Permanent Status to workmen) Act, 1981. 
The Termination of the Petitioner is also a case of 
victimisation and unfair labour practice as enshrined in 
Schedule V of l.D. Act. Hence, for all these reasons, the 
Petitioner prays for an award in his favour. 

6. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are— 

(i) “Whether the termination of the Petitioner by the * 
Respondent/Management without prior notice arid without 
any compensation is legal and justified? 

(ii) To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Point No. 1:— 

7. It is admitted by both sides that the Petitioner 
was originally employed in Moorco India Ltd. and the said 
Moorco India ltd, has supplied automation system to the 


Respondent/Management which is called as Acculpftd I in 
the year 1993 and the Petitioner was deputed as a technician 
for smooth functioning of the machinery during the 
warranty period of 12 months. It is the case of the Petitioner 
that after the warranty period was over, the Respondent 
official have requested the Petitioner to join the services of 
the Respondent company for which the Petitioner has 
accepted and joined the service of the Respondent as a 
technician from October, 1994 and his salary was fixed at 
Rs. 2500 per month, while he was receiving Rs. 4000 as 
salary to Moorco India Ltd. He joined the services of the 
Respondent at the lesser amount of pay only on the promise 
made by the officers of the Respondent/Management that 
his services will be brought to regular time scale in due 
course. Though he was paid wages only as a retainer, it 
was only monthly wages for the work done by him. But all 
of a sudden the Respondent has terminated his service 
from 31-12-2003 which is illegal, unjust and non-est in the 
eye of law. 

8. As against this, the Respondent contended that 
the Petitioner was retained to attend the maintenance of 
system accuload I on retainer basis and retainer fee of 
Rs. 2500 from 9-11-1994 was paid and he accepted for the 
reduced rate of fee only on the ground that he was native 
of Nagapattinam district in which the Respondent/ 
Management terminal was situated and he wanted to leave 
the services of Moorco India Ltd. and to settle down in his 
native place and to carry on the occupation as a free lancer 
and only because of that he has agreed for the retainer fee 
of Rs. 2500 under the Respondent/Management. No doubt, 
his retainer fee was increased from Rs. 2500 to Rs. 5000/- 
periodically. But, on this ground, it cannot be said that the 
amount was paid only as wages and in the year 2003 when 
Mdorco India Ltd. offered a more sophisticated system 
called automation system III which was electronically 
controlled replacing the mechanical system with a more 
sophisticated computer software and since the Petitioner 
was not competent enough to look after the new system, 
the arrangement of the Petitioner with the Respondent in 
the matter of maintenance of automations^tem l w as on . 
retainer basis for a fixed period ofpneyear which came to 
an end and the same was not Renewed and it cannot be said 
that he was under the employment of Respondent/ 
Management His engagement was only as a retainer and 
not as a workman arid there is no relationship of employer 
employee between the Respondent and the Petitioner. 
Further, it js'contended that maintenance of accuload I is 
not as ifthe maintenance system requires a full time 
employee and the Respondent never made any promise to 
employ the Petitioner in its service and so the contract 
between the petitioner and the Respondent ended on 

/31-12-2003 and therefore, he is not entitled to claim any 
relief in this dispute. 

9. In order to establish his case, the Petitioner filed 
sixteen documents and he examined himself as WW1 and 


/ 

/ 
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Ex. WI is tha copy of identity card iuued to the Petitioner, 
Ex. W2 ia the copy of temporary pm iuued to the 
Petitioner, Ex. W3 is the copy Of letter from Petitioner to 
Respondent regarding remuneration, Ex. W4 lathe copy of 
letter from Petitioner to Reapondent for hit remuneration, 
Ex. WS it the copy of note of Deputy General Manager to 
General Manager ofthe Respondent/Management. Ex. W6 
if the copy of appointment order itaued to the Petitioner. 
Ex. W7 ia the copy of lervice certificate iuued to Petitioner 
by the Respondent/Management Ex. W8 ii the copy of 
letter from Petitioner to Respondent. Ex. W9 it the copy of 
over time carda. Ex. W10 is the copy of letter from Petitioner 
to Reapondent regarding entry pastes. Ex..WI i ii the copy 
of2A petition filed by the Petitioner, Ex. W12 is the copy of 
the reply filed by Respondent before Assistant Labour 
Commissioner (Central) Ex. Wi3 is the copy of order of 
Inspector of Factories. Ex. W14 is the diagram of Accuioad 
I and other accessories. Ex. WI 5 Is the photo of Accuioad 
I and D.P. meter. Ex. W i 6 is the copy of letter written by the 
Petitioner Respondent/Management. 

10. On behalf of the Respondent, the Deputy 
Manager (maintenance & safety) of Respondent Mr. R. 
Kumar jvas examined as M W I and through him Ex. M i to 
M18 were marked. Ex. MI to M7 are copies of letters from 
Petitioner to Respondent requesting for appointment as 
retainer. Ex. M8 is the copy of appointment order as retainer 
for maintenance of accuioad 1 system for one year. Ex. M9 
is the copy of recruitment poffisy of the. Respondent/ 
Management. Ex.M i 0 is the copy of recommendation of 
Deputy Manager(msintenance) for retaining the Petitioner 
as technician on the basis of retainership Ex. Ml 1 is the 
similar letter wtftten by Depty General Manager during the 
yecr 1995. Ex. M12 Is also a copy of another letter written 
by Deputy Manager for the Respondent to retain the 
petitioner as technician. Ex.M 13 is the copy of another 
letter by Respondent/Management and Ex.M 14 and MIS 
are copy of Petitioner’s application for renewal of pass and 
also payment details ofthe Petitioner. Ex.Ml6 is the copy 
of purchase order placed by the Petitioner by the 
Respondent/Management for conversion from Accuioad 1 
to Accuioad 11 in the Respondent/Management. Ex.M 17 is 
the’copy of report of annual maintenance for accuioad 
system. Ex. M18 is the copy of request given by Respondent 
to FMC for service charges. 

11. Learned counsel for the Petitioner contended 
that if really the Petitioner has not Worked as technician 
under the Respondent/Management, he need not accept 
the work of technician for Rs. 2500 when he was already 
getting Rs. 4000 m Moorco India Ud. Further, even though 
the Respondent produced certain documents to show that 
the Petitioner has requested to retain him only as a retainer 
and not as a workman under the Respondent/Management. 
These letters (Ex.M! to M7) were written only on the 
request of the Respondent/Management and he has 
received the amount of Rs. 2500 which was periodically 


increased and received Rs. 3000 at the time of termination 
only as wagra and not aa retainer foe and if really, he worked 
on contract, foe Petitioner need not be paid over time 
wages, on foe ofoer hand, he has produced Ex. W9 which 
ii the copy ofover time cards issued to the Petitioner which 
will show that foe Petitioner has received overtime wages. 
Under such circumstances, foe allegation that foe Petitioner 
has worked only as a retainer and not as a workman namely 
technician is false. It ii fruitier contended on behalf ofthe 
Petitioner that M W1 who was exsmined on foe side ofthe 
Respondent has admitted that he has written two 
Paragraphs Ex. W16 which clearly shows that these letters 
were written only on foe Instigation of foe Respondent/ 
Management andnot voluntarily written by the Petitioner. 
These circumstances will ciinchingly show that the 
Petitioner worked as a technician under the Respondent/ 
Management and not on contract/retainer basil. It is his 
Anther contention that the work which was done by the 
Petitioner is perennial in nature. Since the petitioner was 
expert in maintenance work, he was retained by the 
Respondent/Management on the recommendation of 
officers of Respondent and it cannot be said that he has 
worked on contract basis year to year as a retainer and 
therefore, he argued that the order passad by the 
Respondent/Management terminating the sevices of foe 
Petitioner is Illegal and unjust. 

12 . As against this, on behalf of foe Respondent it is 
contended that no doubt, the Petitioner has produced 
Overtime cards issued to him. But MW 1 has clearly stated 
that these cards were issued inadvertently and merely 
because overtime cards were given to the Petitioner, it 
cannot be said that he was employed as a workman/ 
technician under the Respondent/Management. Further, 
the document produced by the Respondent clearly shows 
that his contract for maintaining accuioad I was renewed 
every year and his retainer fee was also renewed periodically 
and father in Ex. M8 it is clearly shated that his retainership 
has been accepted for one year from l-1 -2003 to 31 -12-2003 
and it is father stated that this will not include any 
commitment towards employment either direct or indirect. 
The Petitioner has not disputed the letter sent by the 
Respondent and he has also admitted that he has signed in 
the document as agreed for the conditions put forth by the 
Respondent. Though he has stated that it was written on 
the instigation of respondent officers, he has not 
established this fact with any satisfactory evidence and 
farther, the Petitioner has not signed in a single document, 
but he has signed so many documents which will clearly 
show that the Petitioner was retained only as a retainer and 
not as a workman or technician under the Respondent/ 
Management. Though it is contended on behalf of the 
Petitioner that Accuioad 1 system is still working and the 
maintenance of this is still wanted by the Respondent/ 
Management and under such circumstances, the work done 
by the Petitioner is perennial in nature, it cannot be said at 
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any strench of imagination that this maintenance work is 
perennial In nature. Further, all these years, the 
Respondents employees have trained in maintenance of 
Accuload 1 cannot be said that only the Petitioner alone 
can do the maintenance work of Accuioad 1. Further when 
Accuioad II and Accuioad III system were installed by the 
Respondent/Management which is more sophisticated than 
Accuioad I and which was maintained by competent 
engineer by Moorco India Ltd. and when the Respondent 
entered into an agreement with M/s. Sanmark India for 
maintenance of Accuioad III, it is not necessary for the 
Respondent/Management to retain the Petitioner as retainer 
for maintenance of Accuioad I. 

13. But, again on behalf of the Petitioner, it is 
contended that the Respondent has not produced any 
document to show that contract was entered into between 
the Petitioner and Respondent in writing for maintenance 
of Accuioad I after the warranty period and the Petitioner 
was retained only as a retainer and not as a workman, 
whereas the Petitioner has produced document to show 
that he was treated only as a workman under the 
Respondent/Management and only to refuse the legal rights 
of the Petitioner, the Respondent has taken the stand that, 
he was employed as retainer and not a workman. 

14. Though I find some force in the contention of 
the Petitioner, from the documents filed on both sides it is 
clear that the Petitioner's engagement was only as a retainer 
for the maintenance work of Accuioad I and not as 
technician as alleged by the Petitioner. No. Doubt, I find 
some force in the contention that there is no reason for 
accepting lesser wages of Rs. 2500 when he was getting 
salary of Rs. 4000/- in Moorco India Ltd., which will show 
that only on the promise made by the officers of the 
Respondent, he has accepted this work of technician, but 
I find there is no point in the contention of the Petitioner 
when he has accepted and he has executed documents Ex. 
Ml to M7 which clearly that he was retained only as a 
retainer for maintenance of Accuioad I and not as a 
workman. 

15. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
relied on the rulings reported in 2005 LLR93 RAVINDRA 
KUMAR MISHRA Vs. UOI & ORS. wherein the Allahabad 
High Court has observed that "non-renewal of contractual 
employment and dispensation of engagement at any stage 
without any reason in terms of appointment does not 
amount to retrenchment under Section 2(oo) of ID. Act 
as held by Supreme Court in the case of ESCORTS LTD. 
Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND ANOTHER 1997 IISCC 
521. ” In the case of 1997 II SCC 521 UMARAN1 A. Vs. 
REGISTRAR, CO-OPERATIVE SOCIETIES & OTHERS, 
the Supreme Court while dealing with the case of Tamil 
Nadu Co-operatives Societies Act, 1983 with regard to 
regularisation of service of employees of co-operative society 
not appointed in accordance with requirement under 


statute and rules, It held that “no appointment there can 
be made in deviation of or departure from the procedures 

laid down in the said statutory rules. . Regularisation 

in our considered opinion is not and cannot be the mode 
ofrecruitment by any "State " within the meaning of Article 
12 of Constitution of India or anybody or authority 
governed by a Statutory Act or the Rules framed 
thereunder. It is also now well settled that an appointment 
made in violation ofmandatory provisions of Statute and 
in particular ignoring the minimum educational 
qualification and other essential qualifications would be 
wholly illegal Such illegality cannot be cured by taking 
recourse to regularisation. ” Relying on these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that even 
assuming for argument sake that the Petitioner was 
appointed as a Workman/technician, since foe appointment 
was not made by the Respondent/Management by 
following the procedure laid under their rules and 
regulations, it cannot be said that his appointment is valid. 
Further, by the documents produced fay foe Respondent, 
It is clearly established that his appointment is only a 
contractual one i.e. appointed as a retainer for one year 
and so on. Under such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that foe Petitioner is entitled to the claim as prayed for in 
this dispute. It is also vehemently contended on behalf of 
the Respondent that there is no relationship of employer- 
employee between foe Respondent and the Petitioner and 
under such circumstances, no relief can be granted in this 
dispute. 

16.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though it is alleged that the 
Petitioner worked only as a technician under Respondent/ 
Management, no document was produced before this court 
to establish that the Petitioner was appointed as a 
technician under Respondent/Management Even though 
the Petitioner has produced documents to show that he 
has worked as a technician for maintenance of Accuioad I, 
this appointment is only a contractual one. Under such 
circumstances, I find foe termination of contract by efflux 
of time would not amount to termination as per Industrial 
Disputes Act and therefore, the order impugned passed 
by foe Respondent/Management is legal and justified. 

Point No. 2:— 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled ? 

17. In view of my foregoing findings, I find the 
petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed in this 
dispute. No Costs. 

18. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 25th January, 2006). 

K. J AYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
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Witnesses Examined:— 

For the 1 Party/Petitioner ; WWlSrilCS. Mohan 

For the Respondent/Management: MW1 Sri R. Kumar 
Documents Marked 


For the Petitioner/1 Party:— 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Wi 

01-01-96 

Xerox copy of ths identity card 
issued to Petitioner. 

W2 

Mi 

Xerox copy of the temporary pass 
Issued to Petitioner. 

W3 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner to Respondent. 

W4 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner to Respondent. 

WS 

1 

*? 

1 

Xerox copy of the note of Deputy 


General Manager to General 
Manager of Respondent/ 
Management. 


W6 

24-0696 

Xerox copy of the appointment 
order issued to Petitioner. 

W7 

25-11-99 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
Issued to Petitioner. 

W8 

01-12-00 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner to Respondent. 

W9 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the over time cards 

W10 

01-02-03 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner to Respondent Regarding 
entry pass. 

wn 

Nii 

Xerox copy of the 2 A petition filed 
by Petitioner raising Industrial 
Dispute. 

W12 

3008-04 

Xerox copy of the reply filed by 
Respondent before Assistant 
Commissioner of Labour (Central).. 

W13 

22-10-02 

Xerox copy of the order of Inspector 
of Factories, Trichy. 

WI4 

Nii 

Xerox copy of the diagram of 
term inal/equipment. 

W15 

Nil 

Photos of system and P. D. meter 

Wi6 

30-11-00 

Xerox copy of ths letter from 
Petitioner to Respondent for 


extension of retainership. 


For the 11 Party/Management:— 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ml 

02-05-95 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner requeating for 
Retoinenhip. ^ 

M2 

14-05-96 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner requesting for 
Retainership. 

M3 

244)696 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner requesting for 
Retainsrshlp 

M4 

06*05-97 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner requesting for 
Retainership 

M5 

19011-97 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner requesting for 
Retainership 

M6 

13-12-99 

Xerox copy of the latter from 
Petitioner requesting for 
Retainership. 

M7 

190124)2 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner requesting for 
Retainership. 

MS 

11-044)3 

Xerdx copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner for 
maintenance of accuload system. 

M9 

01-1000 

Xerox copy of the management 
recruitment policy. 

M10 

30-1094 

Xerox copy of the note from 
Deputy Manager (Maim) to Senior 
Terminal Manager. 

Mil 

114)1-95 

Xerox copy of the note from 
Deputy Manager (Malnt) to Senior 
Terminal Manager. 

M12 

1605*95 

Xerox copy of internal 
correspondence regarding 

engagement of instrument 
technician on retainership basis. 

M13 

11-084)7 

Xerox copy of the note regarding 
maintenance of Accuload system 

M14 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the application for 
pass/renewal. 

MI5 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the payment details 
copy of Petitioner. 

M16 

22-12-03 

Xerox copy of the purchase order 
placed on FMC Technology. 

Ml 7 

11-034)5 

Xerox copy of the note from 
Deputy Manager (Maint) to Senior 
Terminal Manager. 

MIS 

100903 

Xerox copy of the invoice raised 


by M/s. FMC Technologies Sanmar 
for Rs. 34,763. 
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New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2006 
S.O. 2091,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 592/ 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Trlbunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai now as shown In the Annexure In 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers In relation 
to the management of Bum Standard Co. Ltd. and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on2-5-2006. 

[No. L-2901 l/57/99-IR(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFQPE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL-TRUHJNAL-CUM- LABOURCOURT, 
CHENNAI 

Thursday, the 16th February, 2006 
Present; K. Jayaraman, PresldingOfficer 
INDSUTR1AL DISPUTE NO. 592/2001 
In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 
ofthe Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 o f 1947), between 
the Management of Bum Standard Company Ltd, and their 
workmen) 

BETWEEN 

1. The General Secretary, : I Party/Claimant 
Magnesite Thozhiiaiar 
Munnetra Sangam, Salem 

1 The Deputy General Secretary, 

Magnesite National Labour 
Union, Salem 

AND 

The General Manager, ; II Party/Management 

Bum Standadrd Company Ltd,, 

Salem 

Appearances: 

For the Claimant M/s, Row and Reddy, 

Advocates. 

For the Management Mr. M.R. Raghavan, 

Advocate. 


AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No. L-29011/57/99-IR (M) dated24-2-2000 has referred 
the dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication, The Schedule 
mentioned dispute Is as follows:— 

“Whether the management of Bum Standard Co. Ltd., 

Salem In not regularlslng/absorblng the contract 
Labour numbering 145 as listed in settlement dated 
18-7-97 (copy enclosed) is justified? if not to what 
relief the workmen are entitled?*’ 

2. This Industrial dispute was earlier referred to Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal and on constitution of this 
Tribunal, this dispute was transferred to this Tribunal and 
on rscelpt of the reference, it was taken on file as I.D. No, 
592/2001 and notices were issued to both the parties and 
both the parties entered appearance through their 
advocates and filed their Claim Statement respectively. 

s 

3. The allegations of ths Petitioner In the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The workmen whose names are referred to are 
working as on date In the Respondent/Management under 
nomenclature contract workmen. Though they are called 
as contract workmen, the alleged contract Is sham and 
nominal. Although the alleged contractors changed, ths 
Respondent continued the employees through some other 
person naming him as a contractor. Even when the contract 
was terminated, the Respondent continued these 
employees without any contractor. Even In the settlement 
under section 12 (3) ofthe I.D. Act, 1947 between the 
Petitioner union and the Respondent/Management, ths 
Respondent/Management agreed to treat the period of five 
days between i-9-98 and 5-9-98 as on duty and that period 
will not be Seated as break In service except payment of 
wages for seventy contract workers. Further, they have 
stated that payment of wages for the period above to these * 

70 workmen will be sorted out at the time of absorption of 
70 workmen on the rolls of Respondent/Management. 

These fects amply prove that the contract system was a ' > 
device to deny the permanent status to these employees, 

It Is alleged that there are 74 contract workers under 
contractor Mr. Govindan working since from i 975 and now 
under contractor Mr, Subramanl since 1999 till date. But 
these workmen worked continuously without any break. 
Similarly, there are 71 contract workers working under the 
alleged contractor Mr. Natarfyan since 1987 and worked 
under contractor Mr. P. Hiranlan since 1993 till 1999 and 
now working under the contractor Mr. N. Nandagopal, 

S/o. former contractor Mr. Natarajan since 1999 till date 
with continuous service. Though the Respondent/ 
Management has changed the alleged contractors 
consequent upon the termination/leaving on their own 
contract workers continued without break and the nature 
of jobs performed by them are unchanged and continue to 
exist till date. Therefore, the alleged contractors are 
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individual middleman and they have no establishment of 
their own. Thus, the job performed by contract workers Is 
in the establishment of Respondent/Management and their 
work was supervised by the officers of Respondent/ 
Management namely principal employer, therefore, they 
are regular workmen of ReepondsntManagsment since 
they are working in the company and they have to be 
regarded ae regular workmen. The Employees Stats 
Insurance contribution of contract workers though 
deducted from contractors bills, every month is remitted 
only by Respondent company in a common cheque 
Including the contribution of connect regular permanent 
company's employees under RSI code of Respondent 
company. The contractors do not have any separate ESI 
code In their name. The P.F, contribution and pension 
contribution of these contract workmen allhough deducted 
from the contractor bills every months are remitted only by 
the company by way of Company's cheque under the 
principal employee's admhdstered Bum and Od. Employees 
Labour Provident Fund under their P.F. code number. Even 
for this, the alleged contractor do not have a separate code 
number in their name. Thus, It is clearly proved that alleged 
contractors are only commission agents and contractors 
are paid by principal employer Rs. 4000 per month as 
commission/wagee for having contract in their names. 
Many of the workmen in this dispute havs put in varied 
years of service from 7 years to 26 years and the job done 
by them is of perennial in nature and the work is Incidental 
to and necessary for the industry. These workmen worked 
along with other regular workmen and they are doing ths 
same or similar job, These workmen are engaged hi loading 
and unloading of finished products into wsgon/lorries, 
unloading and stacking of raw materials from wagons/ 
lorries which is a perennial job on day to day activities 
under despatch challans. They also work in crushing/ 
mixing/deiutlng works which is incidental to production 
process. Some of these workmen are engaged along with 
company workers from production and maintenance in 
company owned equipments. Safety equipments such as 
respirators, washing soap tools of the company are supplied 
by Respondent and not by the contractor. The contract 
workers are taldng food in the company’s canteen at the 
same subsidised rates along with the company's direct 
employees and for this no separate amount is charged from 
contractors. The welfore amenities like uniform, chappali 
ate. are procured and supplied to contract workers by the 
Respondent but the bille are drawn in the names of alleged 
contractors. Thus, the Respfendent/Management which is 
the real enq>loyer under mask, but the wages paid to workers 
are for below that of the company’s direct workers.* They 
•re not getting privilege of leave with wages. The wage 
negotiation are made only with the Personnel Manager of 
the Reepondent/Mansgement and workers placed their 
demande for revision of wages end other service conditions 
only to the Respondant/Manegemem. Those workmen In 
this dispute are directly employed by the Respondent. Only 


to defeat their rights they are asked to sign on registers 
maintained by alleged contractors. The contractor never 
recruited or employed these 145 workmen. No twice were 
they stopped by the Respondent due to termination of any 
contract. The Respondent only exercises direct control and 
supervision of thsir work and determines their service 
conditions. Therefore, ths action oftos Respondent/ 
Management is in clear violation of legal legislations and 
further they have entered into a settlement dated 18*7-97 
imder section 12 (3) before Aeiistant Labour Commissioner 
(Central) and they have violated the clauses of settlement 
unlawfully end therefore, the Petitioner union has raised 
this dispute and prays that an award may be passed 
directing toe Respondent/Management to absorb all ths 
contract workmen whoss names ere mentioned in this 
dispute with retrospective effect from the year of their 
joining and alio pay them toe seme, wages paid to direct 
workers and also the privileges available to company’s 
permanent workmen. 

4, As against toil, in the Counter Statement it is 
contended that the dispute raised by the Petitioner is not 
maintainable in lew. Regarding the espousal of toe cause 
of workmen particulars has not been furnished in the Galm 
Statement and thay have not relied the dispute in 
accordance with law and hence it le not maintainable. The 
order of reference is also not valid in law. Whsn a specific 
provision under a special statute is available to deal with 
regularisedon/absorption of contract labour, it may not be 
open to the Oovt, to make s reference in accordance with 
provisions of l.D. Act. These 145 workmen are working 
under two licensed contractors, who were issued with 
licence by ths licensing authority under Contract labour 
(Regulation and Abolition) Act. The Respondent/ 
Management also obtained certificate of registration it 
required under the Contract Labour (Regulation & 
Abolition) Act. No doubt, the new contractor after they 
entered into an agreement with toe management, they prefer 
some of the workmen employed by previous contractor in 
view of toe put experience and toe Rupondent hu no 
role in this end also it is left to toe contractor to pick and 
choose the workmen to be engaged by him, No doubt, in 
ths settlement they have entered into with regard to 70 
workmen in future such things can be sorted out. But, toe 
Respondsnt/Management was not in a position to consider 
absorption due to the change in business and various other 
conetrainte. Since the Respondent company hu given 
voluntary retirement to around 457 employeu from 1993 to 
2000, and planning to downsize its manpower further in 
view of its changed busineu, there is no vacancy and toe 
question of filling up any vacancy with contract workmae 
did not arise. It is only the Petitioner union who wars 
signatories, to settlement have violated the settlement by 
raising this dispute. It is true that after the termination of 
contractor SH R. Oovindan, Sri P. Subnmanl was engaged 
u contractor and another contractor Sri N. Nandagopal, 
who wu also engaged aince 1999 after termination of the 
contractor Sri P. Hiranian. The contract worker! were 
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engaged as per procedure laid down under company's 
purchase manual where notifications were issued in leading 
newspapers and tenders were received and finalised as per 
procedure. It is false to allege that die work of the contact 
workers was supervised by company officials and the 
contractors are individual middleman. Only the concerned 
malstries appointed by the contactors are supervising the 
work and only certifications are done by company's official 
as to the quantum of work done by contractors. ESI 
contribution are recovered by principal employer and 
remitted to ESI to avoid delay in direct payment by the 
contactors. The General Secretary of die Salem Magnesite 
Labour Union has approached the State Advisory Contact 
Labour Board requesting for abolition of these contract 
labour, but It was decided that there was no necessity to 
abolish the contract labour system In the Respondent 
company and it was decided by State Advisory Contact 
Labour Board after necessary inspection carried out by 
the concerned officials of factory Inspectorate. Tha 
Respondent company is an exempted, establishment and 
the PF accounts are being maintained by P.F. Trustees and 
separate account is being maintained for contract workmen. 
PF being a social security scheme and in order to maintain 
PF account of contact workmen and only for the reason 
of easy accessibility and settlement of PF dues, they have 
done the work. But on that score, it cannot be said that the 
contract workman have become automatically the 
employees of the company. It is falsa to.allege that only 
contractors are only commission agents. Further, the work 
done by the contract workmen are not perennial in nature 
as their nature of jobs and requirement of manpower various 
on a day to day basis depending upon the arrival of number 
of lorries for to ading/un loading and other incidental works. 
Tile work is not perennial affair and the Respondent cannot 
provide permanent workmen for these jobs. Welfare and 
safety items are given only by contractor concerned and 
canteen has been provided under Factories Act. Though 
the conn-act workers are not auhtorised to take food from 
canteen, they are also availing the canteen facility. Safety 
amenities like tight fitting cloth, footwear are provided to 
contract workmen on the advice of Inspector of Factories. 
The Respondent company as a whole was referred to B1FR 
in December, 1994 and declared as sick by BIFR and it is in 
process of revival. BIFR suggested drastic reduction of 
manpower to make the unit viable. Regular workers are 
appointed based on approved vacancies by the Corporate 
Office at Calcutta and following Govt, policy in recruitment 
procedure iiks recruiting workers through employment 
exchange, policy aspects of SC/ST/OBC and age factors, 
qualification and certain physical standard, experience etc. 
So, there are bound to be difference between permanent 
workmen recruited for specific jobs in the company 
compared to contract workmen, where illiterate workers are 
recruited by contactor to do some manual jobs. There is 
no exploitation of contract employees and workers are 
agreeing to work under the contractor end as such there is 


no exploitation. It is wrong to say that wage negotiation 
are done by Personnel Manager of the Respondent/ 
Management. The concerned workmen are never recruited 
by the management because the Re spondent/Management 
is bound to recruit the workmen based on sanctioned 
vacancies through employment exchange and following 
reservation policy of the Government of India. Further, 
this dispute is bad in law for non-joinder of parties. There 
Is no privity of contact between the workmen Involved in 
this dispute and the Respondent/Manage mant. 
Admittedly, the workmen are engaged through contractors 
who are Immediate employers, hence on this ground, this 
dispute is not maintainable. Hence, for all these reason, the 
Respondent prayfc that the claim may ba dismissed with 
costs. 

5. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are: — 

(i) * What her tha Respondent/Management in no 
reguiarislng/absorblng the contract labour 
numbering 145 listed in ssttlement dated 18-7-97 is 
justified? 

(ii) To what relief the concerned workman are 
entitled?” 

Point No. 1:— 

6. This is a case for reguiarising/absorbing 145 
contact workers listed in the reference. The case of the 
Petitioner is that under settlement Ex. W i the management 
agread to absorb 145 workers mentioned in annexure who 
are described as contract labourers. But, some of thess 
workmen were working ever since i 975 nearly 25 years and 
therefore, the Respondent/Management agreed to absorb 
them. Since they have not absorbed as per settlement, the 
Petitioner Union has raised this dispute on behalf of the 
workmen. 

7. As against this, the Respondent disputed the claim 
of the Petitioners on the ground that this dispute is not 
maintainable and sscondly even though there is a 
settlement under Ex. W1, due to various subsequent 
developments, the work forca had to be reduced and 
voluntary retirement scheme was introduced in order to 
reduce the work force and since the Salem unit is part of 
Bum Standard a composite unit and since tha entire unit 
was running into loss, as a policy, the work force could not 
be increased, hence there was no scope for absorbing or 
recruiting fresh hands and as such, tha Respondent/ 
Management is not in a position to regularise the workers 
and therefore, the demand of workmen forreguiarisation/ 
absorption is not just and proper. 

8. Therefore, in these circumstances, wa have to look 
into the case whether the action taken by the Respondent/ 
Management is just and proper. 

fa Learned counsel for the Petitioner contended that 
a settlement under section 12 (3) of the I.D. Act under Ex. 
Wl Is to be enforced and under this settlement, the 
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Respondent/Management Bum and Co. li a signatory. 
Under this settlement, disuse 1 says that the management 
agrees to absorb the workmen as per the advise of Assistant 
Labour Commissioner (Central) Chennai without 
considering the charter of demands. Even though the 
Regional Labour Commissioner has advised the 
management under Ex. W2 on 17-8-1998 and even though 
it is mentioned that the work done by 14S workmen is of 
perennial in nature and regular workmen engaged by the 
Respondent/Management dwindling though the 
production had increased, the Regional Labour 
Commissioner advised to absorb these 145 workmen and 
he has also informed the management that if they are not 
absorbed, it is against the spirit of the settlement and even 
after that the Respondenl/Maaagement has not absorbed 
the 145 workmen and therefore, the Petitioner union has 
raised this dispute. 

10. The main objection of the Respondent/ 
Management against the Petitioner union is that while 
raising this Industrial dispute, the cause of workmen has 
not been espoused in accordance with law and hence this 
dispute is not maintainable. It is farther contended on behalf 
of the Respondent that union has not placed mid material 
to establish the proper espousal. Though they alleged that 
members of the union have passed resolution, no evidence 
was produced before this Tribunal to substantiate this 
contention. No doubt, the xerox copy of the Executive 
Body’s resolution was placed before this Tribunal which 
contains various signatures of workmen but this could not 
sufficient to establish foe fact that foe cause of the workmen 
was properly raised and espoused and for which he relied 
on the rulings reported in 1990 1 LLJ 349 MURUGAN 
TRANSPORT Vs. ITS WORKMEN AND ANOTHER whein 
the High Court of Madras has held that "in the absence of 
any evidence or proofta show that the general body ofthe 
union authorised its secretary or any of its other office 
bearers to make the demand on behalf ofthe eight dismissed 
employees on the management, reference under section 
10 of 1. D. Act must be heid to be invalid. "But, on the other 
hand, learned counsel for the Petitioner relied on the rulings 
of the High Court of Kerala reported in 2003 IV LLJ 342 
wherein while considering the issue "reference of dispute 
relating to charter of demands by contract workers in 
canteen of company was raised in which validity of 
reference was challenged on the ground of absence of 
employer-employee relationship”, the High Court of Kerala 
has held that’ * Industrial Tribunal should consider whether 
the contract in sham or genuine and then only on merits 
the dispute is to be considered by the Tribunal.” Further in 
1989 H LLN 699 WORKMEN OF BROOKE BOND INDIA 
LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL AND OTHERS, 
wherein the Division Bench of the Madras High Court has 
held that ’’industrial dispute raised under section 2k of the 
1. D. Act with regard to espousal of dispute, the act is silent. 


There Is no provision 1 b the Act requiring that tfaa industrial 
dispute should be relied by the entire body of workmoi of 
the industry or by every one ofthem or even bye majority 
of them. Nowhere .lt has been Insisted that the workman 
raising foe industrial dispute should be abody of majority. 
If the industrial dispute effects or Is iftely to affect the 
rights and interest of workmen as a class, industrial tew 
envisages that for the purposes of maintaining Industrial 
peace and harmony such industrial dispute should have 
examination end adjudication by the fonuna constituted 
under the Act. No hard and feat rule con be laid down as to 
the number of workmen, whose joining hands, association, 
consensus and espousal would convert the dispute Inlo a 
industrial dispute. Each case will have to be docidedon its 
own facts taking note ofthe nature of dispute. However, it 
has got to be noted that strength of workmen —p*«fa»g 
the cause mustlead to a legitimate inference that the dispute 
is cate which affects the workmen as a class. The Industrial 
dispute could be taken up either by union of workmen or 
by an appropriate number ofworkmen of management To 
put it in other wends, it must be a collective dteptite and 
that alone will constitute an industrial dispute. The concept 
of a collective dispute should not be construed to mean 
that all the workmen of the management or a majority of 
them should sponsor and support the dispute. It would be 
sufficient if the industrial dispute has the support of a 
substantial body of workmen concerned in the management 
The industrial dispute could be raised even by a minority 
union or even by an unrecognised union.” Relying cm this 
judgement, learned counsel for the Petitioner contended 
that Petitioners union have produced resolution passed 
by the members of union and under such circumstances, it 
cannot be said that the Petitioner union has not espoused 
the cause of 145 workmen properly. 

11.1 find much force in the contention ofthe learned 
counsel for the Petitioner and as such, I hold that the 
contention ofthe Respondent that foe cause of 145 workmen 
is not properly espoused is without any substance. 

12. The next legal contention of the learned counsel 
for the Respondent is that it is admitted by the Petitioner 
that the concerned employees namely 145 workmen are 
contract workers and the Contract Labour (Regulation & 
Abolition) Act provides for engagement of contract 
workmen by the establishments and it also envisages 
separate procedure for redressing the grievances and 
therefore, any person who aggrieved out of this contract 
could invoke provisions of Contract Labour (Regulation & 
Abolition) Act for redressai. Since Contract Labour 
(Regulation & Abolition) Act provides for right and remedy, 
the remedy under other enactments are barred aid hence, 
the dispute itself is not maintainable in law and deserves to 
be dismissed. 

13. But, again the learned counsel for the Petitioner 
contended that even in the case reported in 2003 4 LLJ 
(supplement) page 342 the Kerala High Court whiie dealing 
with the issue ’’when a reference of dispute relating to 
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charter of demands by contract workers in canteen of 
company, the High Court directed that "the Tribunal should 
consider whether there was a valid dispute or not. The 
Tribunal should therefore first give a finding as to whether 
the contract under which the contractor supplied services 
of workmen to the company was sham or genuine,” and as 
such, the High Court of Kerala has remanded the matter to 
Tribunal to consider the same. 

14. This case', no doubt, the Petitioners have stated 
that they have employed as contract labour but 
subsequently, it is only the management has taken task 
and they have been paid by the management directly, 
Though they have stated that the contract between the 
third party and the management, it is only a sham and 
nominal document and they are under the control of the 
management. Under such circumstances, 1 find this 
contention of the Respondent is also without any 
substance. 

15. Therefore, we have to consider whether the action 
of the Respondent/Management in not regularising/ 
absorbing 145 labourers listed in annexure is justified? 

16. As 1 have already stated, learned counsel for the 
Petitioner contended that even though foe management 
has entered into settlement with the union on 18-7-97 and 
even though they have agreed to absorb 145 workman as 
per the advise of Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Chennai and even though the Regional Labour 
Commissioner has advised foe management to absorb the 
workman, they have not absorbed or regularised the 
services of workmen concerned, it is the allegation of the 
Petitioner that it is not the so called contractors, who are 
the real pay masters but the Respondent/Management 
namely Bum&Co. is the real paymaster. It Is further alleged 
that the so called contractors namely S/Sri Govindan, 
Subramanian, Nandagopal and Hiranian have no 
independent establishments of their own and they are poor 
persons. Further, the Respondent/Management has 
admitted even in the counter and also the witnesses 
examined on the side of the Respondent/Management 
namely MWI and MW2 have admitted that subsidised 
food facility in the canteen is used by the contract workers. 
It is further admitted by the witnesses of Respondent that 
they have not charged any amount for this subsidised 
food from the contractors. It is admitted by the witness of 
the Respondent that safety equipments are provided only 
by the management. In this case, though the Respondent 
alleged that there is a contract between foe above said 
persons and the management, it is admitted by the 
management that there is no agreement for contract in 
writing, but only a work order. Even in the work order, 
there is no terms or any conditions. Though the 
Respondent has examined two witnesses and though they 
have stated that the contract is subsisting and these 
contracts are entered as per Contract Labour (Regulation 
& Abolition) Act, MWl namely the Manager, Civil & 


Factory Administration has admitted that there Is no proof 
to show that the contractors are supervising these 
concerned workmen. Under such circumstances, fosse 
workman ars direct workers under foe Respondent/ 
Management and only to deny the rights conferred under 
labour laws, they have classified the concerned workman 
as contract labourers and foe Respondent refused to give 
them all foe facilities er\)oyed by the regular employees. It 
Is also contended on behalf of the Petitioner that the 
Respondent witness MW2 namely foe Chief Manager 
(Personnel & Administration) has admitted that even after 
introducing Voluntary Retirement Scheme, 700 workmen 
were retired, they have engaged 296 workers subsequent 
to that and the production has not been affected by the 
VRS of 700 workmen and only because foe concerned 
employees are working on behalf of the regularly employed 
persons. It Is foe forther contention of foe learned counsel 
for the Petitioner that on foe side of the Petitioner WWI to 
WW5 were examined and they have clearly stated that foe 
work done by concerned employees is of perennial in 
nature. Further, the petitioner has produced Ex. W9 which 
clearly shows foe areas where foe concerned employees 
worked and it is also admitted by W W4, who is a permanent 
employee of foe Respondent/Management. It is further 
admitted by the permanent employee that these 145 
workmen are,doing the same work as that of regular 
employees. It was not disputed by the Respondent/ 
Management that this person has given a false evidence. 
No doubt, it is suggested that this witness was touted by 
foe employees concerned. It is not established before this 
Court that this witness has got any motive or any enmity 
against foe Respondent/Management and for what reason 
he has given the evidence against the Respondent/ 
Management. Thus, it is clearly established by the 
Petitioner that these 145 workers are doing foe same work 
as that of regular workmen and it is foe Respondent alone 
has denied the wages to these contract workers and there 
is a parity among the concerned workmen and regular 
workmen. It is foe further contention of the learned counsel 
for foe Petitioner that PF & ESI contributions were paid by 
Respondent/Management and not by the contractor and it 
is only the employer who has deposited the PF & ESI 
contributions to the concerned officials. It is also an 
important factor that deduction is made by Respondent/ 
Management namely Bum & Co. (Salem Workers Labour 
Provident Fund) and this amount was not reimbursed from 
the contractors. It is also contended on behalf of the 
Petitioner that the Petitioner has filed an l.A. for production 
of documents and it was allowed by this Tribunal. But, foe 
Respondent/Management has not produced the records 
of payment of bonus and also payment of wages. Therefore, 
it can be clearly noted that if these documents are produced 
before this Tribunal, definitely it will reveal foe facts against 
the Respondent/Management. It is further argued on behalf 
of the Petitioner that no doubt, the Respondent/ 
Management has produced rules and regulations of PF for 
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the employees, but the management has Inserted two 
cyciostyled sheets between pages 8 and 9 in Ex. W26 which 
is the rules and regulations, to show that they can deduct 
the PF for contract workers also. According to the 
Petitioner, this insertion is a fraudulent insertion because 
Regulation 27 of Ex. W26 says that any alteration should 
get approval of the Commissioner under EPF Act, but the 
Respondent has not established before this Court that this 
alteration (amendment) has received the approval of the 
Commissioner. Therefore, as per the definition of Section 2 
(f) of Rules & Regulations any person who get his salary 
from the company and this shows that when the company 
is deducting PF, they are the persons who are giving salary 
to the employees. In this case, it is admitted that the 
Respondent/Management is deducting PF amount and 
therefore, they should be deemed to be the employees of 
Respondent/Management. It is the evidence of the 
Petitioners that wages were paid by the Respondent/ 
Management and not by contractors and the contract is 
sham and nominal, but against this contention, the 
Respondent has not produced any evidence to show that 
wages were paid only by contractors and the contract is a 
genuine one. Further, as per Ex.W3 which is a settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Management in which the 
management has agreed to treat the period from 1-9-98 to 
5-9-98 with regard to two persons who alleged to be contract 
labourers, as period spent on duty and they will not result 
in break in service. Since the management has entered into 
settlement and since the contractors were not signatories 
to the settlement it is clearly established that the 
Respondent/Management alone is the pay master to the 
concerned workmen. It is also alleged by the learned counsel 
for the Petitioner that under Ex.WI 0 the management has 
paid gratuity and terminal benefits to one Mr. Ganesan 
Anaridan who is alleged a contract labourer and these 
circumstances clearly establish that it is only the 
Respondent/Management who has controlled the 
concerned workmen and therefore, the alleged contract is 
a sham and nominal one and therefore, the request of the 
Petitioner is to be considered favourably. 

17. As against this, learned counsel for the 
Respondent contended that no doubt, the Respondent/ 
Management has entered into 12(3) settlement on 18-7-97 
wherein the management has agreed that seniority list of 
contract labourers would be maintained and also agreed to 
consider the advise of Assistant Labour Commissioner 
(Central), Chennai regarding absorption of contract 
labourers. But, due to various subsequent developments 
and since the work force had to be reduced as per the 
advise of the Govt, and the Govt, had introduced VRS and 
it is clearly established that entire unit of the Respondent/ 
Management was running at loss and therefore, there is no 
scope for absorbing or recruiting any fresh hands and 
therefore, it cannot be absorbed all the workmen as per the 
settlement. It is the contention of the learned counsel for 


the Respondent that though the counsel for the Petitioner 
argued that the management has paid gratuity and terminal 
benefits to Sri Ganesan Anandhan who alleged to be a 
contract labour, but in reality, it is not so, because Sri 
Ganesan Anandhan was not a contract labour and he was 
the permanent employee of the Respondent/Management 
company and worked under Company’s mines and he was 
allotted P.F. number by the company. Since he expired while 
in service, one Mrs. Chinnakannu, wife of the deceased 
was paid terminal benefits such as leave encashment, 
gratuity etc., which is clearly established by Ex. W10 and 
this Respondent has not paid gratuity to any contract 
workman. Since it is not established that Sri Ganesan 
Anandhan is not a contract worker, the contention of the 
Petitioner is not valid in law. The next contention of the 
learned counsel for the Respondent is that no doubt, the 
Respondent/Management is not charging canteen subsidy 
rate from the contractor. But, under the Factories Act, it is 
mandatory that canteen is maintained for all the factories. 
Since the contract employee is also an employee under 
Factories Act, the benefit of subsidy food is extended to 
contract workmen also. Further, when the rates for each 
job are finalised by the contractor, the subsidy portion 
towards canteen food will also be taken into account for 
caculation of rates and the rates offered to the contractor 
will include this subsidy factory also. Further, it is to be 
noted that the factory is situated very far away from main 
road and there is no other hotel neaiby for boarding. Under 
such circumstances, on humanitarian grounds, this facility 
was extended to the workmen and on that ground, it cannot 
be contended that the concerned workmen are workmen of 
the Respondent/Management. Though the Petitioner 
contended that they are directly employed by the 
Respondent/Management, they have not substantiated 
this contention with any satisfactory evidence. The benefits 
like ESI & PF and canteen facilities provided by Respondent 
will not establish that they are directly employed by the 
Respondent/Management. Both ESI & EPF Act brings 
within the ambit of employee a contract employee also and 
once a contractor is engaged by a principal employer, the 
principle employer is enjoined to see that the contractor 
implements provisions of ESI & EPF Act. In this case, EPF 
is paid to a separate trust and it is not paid by the 
Respondent, whereas the regular employees of 
Respondent who are entitled to PF benefits remit 
contributions to the PF department. And not to the trust. 
With regard to ESI is concerned, the contractor alone 
deducts contribution and remits and same and the Petitioner 
has not produced any records to show that ESI 
contribution are paid by Respondent in respect of contract 
employees. Only because the Factories Act makes it 
mandatory that a canteen is to be maintained and since the 
contract employees are also employees under Factories 
Act, the benefit of subsidised food is given to contract 
workmen. Therefore, it would not automatically mean that 
this contract workmen are workmen under the Respondent/ 
Management. It is clearly stated by the witness on the side 
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of the Petitioner that there is no appointment order issued 
to them by the Respondent/Management. Under such 
circumstances, in the absence of recruitment, in the absence 
of supervision and payment of wages by Respondent, the 
contract workmen would not be empioyees of the 
Respondent, the and consequently, the demand of workmen 
for regularisation is not sustainabie in iaw. Then again, 
ieamed counsel for the Respondent contended that no 
doubt, there is no written contract between the 
Respondent/Management and the contractors, but the 
contract between the principai empioyer nameiy 
Respondent/management and the contractor is by way of 
work order and the principai empioyer being one registered 
under Contract Labour (Regulation & Abolition) Act and 
the contractor being one who has obtained iicence under 
Contract Labour (Regulation & Aboiition) Act and in that 
iicense itself, it is cleariy mentioned for what purpose the 
contract was entered into and it is oniy for the purpose of 
loading and unloading the materials by engaging contract 
iabour and the contract is in the form of work order and 
hence, it cannot be contended that there was no contract 
between the Respondent/Management and the contractor. 
No doubt, the Petitioner has contended that the contractor 
was man of straw. But, it cannot be brush aside that 
contractor is one who was granted with license by the 
department and the department has taken all necessary 
precautions before issuing iicense to the said contractor. 
Therefore, without any material, without any substantial 
proof, it cannot be presumed that contractors are men of 
straw. No doubt, the Petitioner has contended that 
contractors were not examined and they have no 
independent establishment, but the contractors are 
independent individuals and it is only the union has to 
demonstrate before this Tribunal by examining the 
contractors and establish that they are men without means 
and the burden of proof squarely lies upon the union and 
the Petitioner union having not discharged this burden, 
cannot now make a compiaint that contract is sham and 
nominal and the cohtractors are men of straw. 

18. As against this, Ieamed counsel for the Petitioner 
relied on the rulings reported in 1964 II LLJ 663 D.C. 
DEWAN MOH1NDEEN SAHIB & SONS AND ANOTHER 
VS. UNITED BIDI WORKERS’ UNION SALEM AND 
ANOTHER, wherein while considering the relationship of 
master and servant existed between the bidi manufacturer 
engaging a number of persons on contract for getting the 
work of rolling the bidis, the Supreme Court has held that 
“in the instant case, Industrial Tribunal found that the 
system of bidi manufacture through the so called 
intermediaries (styied as contractors) \Vas a mere 
camouflage devised by the bidi manufacturer and it also 
found that the so called cotractors were indigent persons 
and served no particular duties and discharged no special 
functions. Raw materials were furnished by manufacturer 
to be manufactured into finished products by the workmen 
and the contractors had no other functions except to take 


the raw materials to the workmen and gather the 
manufactured material. It, therefore, held that the so called 
contractors were not independent contractors and were 
mere employee or were functionning as branch managers 
of various factories, their remuneration being dependent 
upon the work turned out”. Hence, the Supreme Court 
heid that ‘bidi roilers were the employees of bidi 
manufacturer and not of the so called independent 
contractors.’ Further, in that case, the Supreme Court has 
held that “no doubt, the work of bidi roliing was done in 
the premises of the so calied contractors and in the absence 
of any evidence this way or the other, it couid r.ot be 
contended that there was no supervision or control over 
the work of bidi rollers. Further, the evidence in regard to 
the conduct of bidi manufacturer also showed that the 
employees were treated as his workmen”. Learned counsel 
for the Petitioner aiso relied on the ruiings reported in i 978 
4 SCC 257 HUSSAIN BHAI VS. THE ALATH FACTORY 
THEZHILALI UNION, wherein the workmen were engaged 
in rope manufacturing work. In that case, the Supreme Court 
has held that “facts found are that work done by the 
workmen was an integrai part of the industry concerned 
that the raw material was supplied by the management, 
that the factory premises belonged to the management, 
that the equipment used also beionged to the management, 
and that the finished product was taken by the management 
for its own trade. The workmen were broadly under the 
control of the management and defective articles were 
directed to be rectified by the management. This 
concatenation of circumstances is conciusive that the 
workmen were the workmen ofPetitioner”. Learned counsel 
for the petitioner further relied on the rulings reported in 
20041 SCC 126 RAM SINGH AND OTHERS VS. UNION 
TERRITORY & OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has 
stated how to determine by the Industrial forum with regard 
to relationship of employer-employee. In that case, the 
Supreme Court has held that “in determining the 
relationship of empioyer and empioyee, no doubt, control 
is the one of the important tests but is not to be taken as 
the sole test. All other relevant facts and circumstances 
are required to be considered including the terms and 
conditions of contract. It is necessary to take a multiple 
pragmatic approach weighing up all the factors for and 
against an employment instead of going by the sole “test 
of control”. An integrated approach is needed. 
“Integration” test is one of the relevant tests. It is applied 
by examining whether the person was fully integrated into 
the employer’s concern or remained apart from and 
independent of it. The other factors which may be relevant 
are—who has the power to select and dismiss, to pay 
remuneration, deduct insurance contributions, organise the 
work, supply tools and materials and what are the ‘mutual 
obligations’ between them it further held that “normally, 
the relationship of employer and employee does not exist 
between an employer and a contractor and the servant of 
an independent contractor. Where however, an employer 
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retains or assumes control over the means and method by 
which the work of a contractor is to be done, It may be said 
that relationship between employer and employee exists 
between him and the servants of such a contractor. In 
such a situation, the mere fact of formal employment by an 
independent contractor will not relieve the master of liability 
where the servant is, in fact, in his employment, in that 
event, it may be held that an independent contractor is 
created or is operating as a subterfuge and the employee 
will bs regarded as the servant of the principal employer. 
Whether a particular relationship between the employer 
and employee is genuine or a camouflage through the mode 
of a contractor, Is essentially e question of fact to be 
determined on the basis of feetures of relationship, the 
written terms of employment, if any, and the actual neture 
of employment. The actual nature of relationship 
concerning a particular employment being essentially a 
question of fact,it has to be reised and proved before en 
industrial adjudication’' Relying on these decision, teamed 
counsel for the Petitioner contended that in this case it is 
not established before this Tribunal that the contractor is 
the real pay mester end the contractor was not exemined 
by the Respondent to prove that their contract is e genuine 
one. On the other hand, it Is evident from the evidences of 
the Petitioner side that contractor was never present while 
disbursing salary and never supervised the work of 
concerned workmen during the process and it is only 
created for the purpose of denying the rights of the 
concerned employees. It is further contended by the learned 
counsel for the Petitioner that it is an edmitted fact that the 
so celled contractors have no independent establishment 
and they were paid monthly emount only for lending their 
names as contrectors and they are just ordinary people 
who cannot afford to take a contract on their own or pay 
wages on their own. It Is further contended on behalf of 
the Petitioner that work performed by these 145 workmen 
is perennial in nature and the workmen worked all through 
the year and it is only the menagement who deducted the 
provident fUnd from the workmen’s and remitted to the 
trust for the welfare of Bum & Co. Even at the time of 
election of Respondent company P.F. Trust regular 
employees as well as so called contract workers had voted. 
Furthermore, the Respondent/Management promised to 
absorb all these 145 workmen at the tlms of general demand 
only because that they have worked ail along for the 
management continuously and only on the consideration 
that their work is perennial In nature, the Respondent/ 
Management agreed to absorb these 145 workmen and 
entered inta settlement under the settlement. It Is Arise to 
allege that the workmen were not given work regularly and 
their nature of work will depend upon number to lorries for 
loading/unloading and other incidental works. The 
Respondent has not produced any document to show the 
work of concerned employees, even though they have 
edmitted the PF and ESI deductions were made, which will 


clearly show the total number of working dayi and the 
work. Under such circumstances, it has to be presumed 
that the work of concerned employees are perennial in 
nature and they worked all along as alleged by the 
Petitioners. Though, It Is contended that the Respondent/ 
Management Is running at loss, from the documents 
produced on either side, it is clear that the Respondent/ 
Management unit at Salem Is running in profit and Author 
MW 1, who Is a member of the Officers union have filed an 
affidavit before the Supreme Court that this unit at Salem Is 
running In profit. Under such circumstances, the contention 
of die Respondent that the factory is running In loss Is 
only to deny the rights of the Petitioner. 

19. But, again, the learned counsel for the 
Respondent contended that no doubt the Respondent/ 
Management on 18-7-97 entered Into a settlement on 
18-7-97 to consider the absorption of 145 workman, but in 
view of the reduction in business activities and change in 
merket conditions the requirement of manpower has been 
reduced considerably. The Respondent/Management on 
the advise of Govermsnt of India introduced VRS on four 
occasions during January, 2002 to September, 2004 and In 
pursuance of the scheme about 795 employees opted for 
voluntary retirement and to that extent there has been 
reduction In manpower. The management is even now 
contemplating to introduce further VRS, since the 
Government of India has advised so. Further, the 
Respondent/Management faces acute financial crisis and 
the company has become a sick and referred to BiFR by 
the authorities and the BIFR by Its order dated 14-9-2001 
has ordered for privatisation or to close down the company 
end the said issue is pending before ths High Court of 
Delhi. As per the suggestion tendered by BIFR in Its revival 
packages, a study was carried out by the Respondent with 
the assistance of an outside agency which has also 
suggested drastic reduction of manpower to make the unit 
viable. Hence, on this score also, It may not be possible for 
the Respondent to absorb the workman as demanded. 
Further, the regular workman are appointed based on the 
approved vacancies by the Corporate Office at Kolkata 
and the Department of Heavy Industries, Government of 
India. Further, die policy of Govement for recruitment 
namely recrulntment through employment exchage, 
recruitment by providing reservation to SC/ST/O BC/EX- 
Servlceman etc., recruitment on tha basis of age, 
qualification and experience are factors which, as the 
Government of India undertaking, the Respondent has to 
follow and therefore, on these circumstances, the absorption 
Is not possible. It Is forther contended on behaift of the 
Respondent that contractors namely S/Sri Govlndan, 
Hlranien were parties to the settlement are no longer 
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contractor for supply of manpower to company. Further, it 
is not known as to 18-7-97 continued to work under the 
present contractor Sri N.Nandagopal when settlement under 
Ex. W3 dated 28-10-98 was entered into only 70 workmen 
were working under the contractor Mr. Govindan But, in 
the present dispute, 145 workmen were aliegedto be working 
under the contractor Mr. Nandagopai, therefore, it is evident 
that the contract workmen are not working for this company 
alone and consequently, their employment cannot be 
regularised. 

20. But, on considering the entire case put forth by 
the counsel on either side, 1 find the so called contractor 
were not real contractors and the alleged contract is only a 
camouflage and the so called contract Is not a genuine and 
1 find though the contract was alleged to be intend into 
between the management and contractor, It Is only the 
Respondent/Management, who is the pay master for all 
the workmen concerned. Though the Respondent 
contended that the concerned employees an working under 
the contractor and they will be given work only cradulousiy 
as and when loading and unloading was there in their 
factory. But, they have not produced any document to 
show that these workers were given work only as and when 
there is work. On the other hand, employee of the 
Respondent/Management namely WW4 has clearly stated 
that workers concerned in this dispute were doing the sllilar 
work as that of regular workmen. No doubt, the payment of 
EPF & ESI will not establish the fact, whether there Is any 
relationship of employer-employee between the 
Respondent and workmen concerned, the over all 
circumstances will clearly show that concerned employees 
are under the direct control of Rfespondent/Manegement 
and only because of that the Respondent/Management 
has entered into settlement under Ex. Wi with the union. 
Therefore, 1 find the action of the Respondent/ 
Management in not reguiarising/absorbing the workmen 
concerned is not justified. 

Point No. 2:— 

The next point to bo decided in this case Is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled?* 

21. in view of my foregoing findings that the action 
of the Respondent/Managemont in not regularising/ 
absorbing the concerned workmen in this dispute Is not 
justified. 1 find the relief of reguiarisation/absorption of 
concerned workmen prospectively in this dispute is to be 
ordered by this Tribunal. As such, i direct the Respondent/ 
Management to absorb all the workman whose names are 
mentioned in tho list as regular employees as per their 
seniority. No costs. 

22. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P. A., transcribed and typed by him. 

corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 16th February, 2006) 


K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer. 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the I Party/ : WW ] Sri C. Murugesan 
Claimant 

WW 2 Sri K. Raghupathy 

WW 3 Sri V. K. Nallamuthu 

WW 4 Sri 1. Sivaiingam 

WW 5 SriN. Karuppaiah 

For the II Party/ WW 1 Sri P. Seivarqj 

Management 

WW 2 Sri S. J. Soundarrajan 


Common Documents Marked 
For the I Party/Claimant:— 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Wl 

i 8-07-97 

Xerox copy of the memorandum of 
settlement 

W2 

17-08-98 

Xerox copy of the letter from RLC 
to Respondent 

W3 

28-10-98 

Xerox copy of the memorandum of 
settlement 

W4 series 

NO 

Xerox copy of the PF slips 

W5 series 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the list of workers 
dranwn by Petitioner Union 

W6 series 

NQ 

Xerox copy of the document 
showing direct relationship with 
principal employer. 

W7 

NO 

Xerox copy of the list of 49 persons 
of Magnesite Thozhilalar Munetra 
Sangam 

W8 

NO 

Xerox copy of the list of 77 persons 
ofINTUC 

W9 

NO 

Xerox copy of the document 
showing places where 145 Workmen 
were working 

WI0 

NO 

Xerox copy of the document 
showing gratuity was paid to 
Ganesan Anandan who was not In 
regular rolls. 

WU 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the resolution taken 
during meeting 

W12 

NQ 

Xerox copy of the document to 
show company Is running in profit. 
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W13 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the register of 
contractors under Form XII 

W14 

02-06-83 

Xerox copy of the certificate of 
registration 

W15 

13-03-73 

Xerox copy of the licence of Sri R. 
Govindan, Contractor 

W16 

30-06-98 

Xerox copy of ths work order given 
to Nandagopal 

W17 

08-09-98 

Xerox copy of the work order given 
to P. Subramani 

WI8 

29-01-04 

Xerox copy of the annual return 
u/s. 82(2) for 2003 

W19 

31-01-03 

Xerox copy of ths annual return 
u/s. 82(2) for 2004 

W20 

23-11-02 

Xerox copy of the licence granted 
to Sri N. Nandagopal 

W21 

i 1-12-00 

Xerox copy of the licencs granted 
to P. Subramani 

W22 

March 98 

Xerox copy of the certificate of 
registration 

W23 

03-09-96 

Xerox copy ofthe notice u/r. 81(1 XD 

W24 

27-01-02 

Xerox copy of the annual return 
u/s. 82(2) for2001 

W25 

02-11-98 

Xerox copy of the revised guidelines 
for recruitment to Posts in public 
sector enterprises 

W26 

30-01-03 

Xerox copy of the annual return 
u/s. 82(2) for 2002 

W27 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the Provident Fund 
Rules & Regulations 

W28 

10-07-92 

Xerox copy of the amended 
certificate of registration 

W29 

23-04-04 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent/Management to 
Assistant Commissioner of Labour 
(Central) 

W30“ 

20-09-71 

Xerox copy, of the certificate of 
registration 

W31 

13-03-86 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Assistant 
Commissioner of Labour (Central) 

W32 

16-12-02 

Xerox copy of the notice for 
voluntary retirement scheme 


W33 

04-064X5 

Xerox copy of the notice for 
voluntary retirement scheme 

W34 

17-094)4 

Xerox copy of the notice for 
voluntary retirement scheme 

W35 

11-12-00 

Xerox copy of the certificate of 
registration sent by Assistant 
Commissioner of Labour (Central) 

W36 

Nov. 89 

Xerox copy of the certificate of 
registration sent by Assistant 
Commissioner of Labour (Central) 

W37 

164)2-84 

Xerox copy of the certificate of 
registration sent by Assistant 
Commissioner of Labour (Central) 

W38 

24-05-94 

Xerox copy of the certificate of 
registration sent by Assistant 
Commissioner of Labour (Central) 

W39 

04-114)4 

Xerox copy of the circular issued 
by Respondent 

W40 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the signature of 
Secretary of Burns Officer's 
Association 

W41 

28-114)1 

Xerox copy ofthe review petition 
before BIFR 

W42 

164)7-03 

Xerox copy ofthe Memorandum of 
Settlement arrived u/s. 12(3) 

W43 

2003 

Xerox copy of the lists of dated of 
events 

W44 

29-11-04 

Xerox copy ofthe silver medal issued 
‘by Respondent to All workmen 

For the II Party/Management 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ml 

29-104)3 

Xerox copy ofthe licence 

M2 

054)84)4 

Xerox copy of the certificate of 
registration 

M3 

07-124)1 

Xerox copy of the notice for VRS 

M4 

14-094)1 

Xerox copy ofthe order of BIFR 

M3 

21-09-98 

Xerox copy ofthe order of BIFR 

M6 

21-01-03 

Xerox copy ofthe categorywlse list 
of workmen in factory 

M7 

27-12-76 

Xerox copy of the recruitment 
procedure 

M8 

Nil 

Xerox copy ofthe tender notification 
In newspaper 
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4’*!#, 2006 

W. W. 2092 - eJ l lftPn* Mr 1947 (1947 

i4) ^ vrt 17 % H, ton rtor TOTfflfr 

a fl ft r ro , tom. ^ ^ Mtrorf 3 ^r 

TOftwfl % afjTO 3 Mte atoilMr Mr 3 
mm a ft iftPw stMrr/rr aM* fa i* 
mnftm TOtfr ♦, fa Mfa rtok r* 4-5-2006 fa to?t $3tt 
rti 

[fa TRH4012/33/2002-31Tf3TR (*ty ] 

New Delhi, the 4th May, 2006 

S.O. 2092.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Court, Ajmer as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Commanding Officer, Nasirabad and 
their workman, which was recsived by the Central 
Government on 4-5-2006. 


[No. H4012/33/2002-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 


TORWW fW 4WRlfllTOTO, 

•nM(m) 

tflflltfH Wftnurtt : ^fr.TO lldlRfl, STRTOMR 

w*m«i ttaii A WTT. 01/03 

(MfaH T^-14012/33/2002-Wlt TOT (^) 
fa 29-11-2002 

# 4*HMTO9I ^*t, ^ 'flRIWW Ml#-BRT ifat 

RRT RTR RT^, ntfUnis 

...fluff 


Wf 

* 

t y^ fW n 1 fafattt, 344^ft^TT^T^ (M*TOTfc) 


...mfa 

imIUih s sh TflM ^fti, Mh arMror, suff i 
ift to toto, fawn «Mtot, awitffi 

tWP 13-4-2006 


awn i 

to trtot *rt Mw Mtr Mr rtot t 

"Whether the action of the management of 
Commanding Officer, 344 Company, Military Service 
Eastern Command, Govt, of India, Ministry of 
Defence. Nasirabad District, Ajmer is terminating the 
services of Shri Om Prakash Saini S/o Sh. Sua Lai 
Saini, Ex Helper w.e.f. 1-5-2001 is just and legal? If 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled? 

^ffTO fa 4M<fa 3?«TO "jqftofl 3TT*I HT*ff * rM ** 

Mrn fa fam ♦ fa wfi fam w to fa 

1987 fa ■srftmft ^ 3?tfa srwtf rMt fa tom fa tot fa 
to to tort to rti -srftmft m 1-5-2001 fa arrow 
ijroft fat to tot to 1 urtff * to to fafam totr Rtf Mr 
ata to 3 fam to fa tot 1 to fa Mr fato to* to 

TOTRRTR ** 7* Ml Mf fa TO TO* Rft TOtf Rfl'M 
Rtf iff, TO: TOR tfRR TO MfFT R* ftlTORfl URJTT TO*t 
Rtfl uftm* fa STl^TO tffb it TOlf 3 RTTOT fafa TO TO 

fam faffa Mr ti ufatf ton 3 to^^to an* 

TOR, TORR, rt Mh, TTOIMH 3Tlf^ R* 
nftpR^ to efuf l fiw fta i tn afaftro Rft tot 25^ to 

TRf f*TO 77, 78 TOT WTO 4Wfm *1 TOff TOT 240 Mr Rft 
MM TOft TO* ^ Mf R* TOlf l 1 !* TO ^nMr 
3rf»TOR TOtT TOT tl Mf ’flM 3 TOI* ^ 

<si ^1 '*/n ^RT *j(Vi R* TO ‘in 4m 'hctY wftn 
■JTOfM TO* Rft uMt tl 

uRmafl * tor t* ®#Mt Mtt i fa yMMt rrtt rtor 
^ wfn tto ^ wbfa toN ^ 3T*fbT toM t, TOfR 

vrff Afffi vc «Twftr®mrr ^vifljKTT )ntf Jhi twff i qo^ ^ 
"yl o ^lvl 1 "lRfl“R*vl “I "yl yl Hl“l 176 / tl 

MM 99 RT|R 

■* RTRfRR R* ST^TTOTT ^ RTO TO aRRlf 

TOMft yft MM TO*f R* RRTftT imft «ft 

rtiMrtot*rt^torY^M 
TO tjM ^ totot ^ gmM> 27 atfroiM ^ t*Mt 

# atawrm 'zmfam toft ^ M Mm fam tott «ni 

RTOTt 3TlMff ^ 3T3TO ^Mr to to TOM 

TOTTTO Rt to 3 $ 240-240 M TOPf/TOm ♦ 1* ^ TOHf TOT* 
Rft RW RTOlt 3TT*9T TO 1H RTO* tl R* 1996 TOF TO 
Tfrz $ fan *Mr *to to «Mrf * 240 M ^ rrot 

toM stM to mf Mtt tot rt tifan «* staror 

®rf%?TOR siyrMn Tf* ^ to Mft $ 3 wmt 240 

M TO* ^ TRlf ’Ttff fMl RT Wl trf 1991 
1999TO>MfwlMR*TO^M9*TO Mtm ti to 

* i* tom to 3 totr totrt rt fa to wrh 
mm $ #RTrt ^ M to **tt to Mr ♦ tot irroft 
2000 ^ TO 9R*f to Ml rtrJ ^ fM rttot ntff 3TOTI 
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suff t *q} ^ *ft tfgffe 3 Frt to ww to ^ 

TO yftlMflVUf TOami tl FTTO^TOtf TO1 ^ 3 ITC^f 

yIM wflifl wsm «*gn ift t i 
tof to im to ysgrr to vftafliw totott t i utafta 
FT4fl TOtf ^*T-l ^ 87 M«*flfitf fiwwK m«jh ft>4 t I 
5 TO TO T TO *TOT ft?TO WRfl TO 3 TTOTtTOT ftTC I 
Tn*ff%frRff^5^3Rgn^ :- 

1. 2000 ( 3 ) 3WT3TK447, 

2. 1997 ^^3^3*1^443, 

3. 2000 ^Wy.W'^K J J^KW 182, 

4. 2004 TOHiF TOT FTFSfc 775, 

5. 2002 TOTTO^** 1289, 

6. 2004 T*?TOFT3Trc dmNfl, 860, 

7. 2003 827, 

8. 1989 TOUtfW^336. 

■3TO TO flfM-HI^ ft?*TT I 

Wft ^ ftgFT STfaTOTO? TO TO> t ft?3P$T tF^ 1987 3 
30-4-2001 TO? USWF ^ TO TO ftFTC TO*f ft?*TT t ft?3 
1 -5-2001 Ft 3WK°1 fHT ftFI <HTO TO* t ft? 3Pff } FT1$ 
tf} ^ FFT TOW tlTO 31T*ff Ft TCT ftFI toft to* 

t ft? ‘ tot ^f TOart wt tos}’ ft ftncft ft tojtof 

toll TOFT TO* t ft? TOTOft, ^TFTT, ^R?T, ^rf, fttfft 3?fc 
TTFft*R Ft Ff*rc ttt p ^ ftt$ F7 ftF TOft? F*ffFt 

TO ftro toft to* t ftniforolt ^ u^r ^Fftra t1 
to? t % unsflfli 'WPwirfl ^FTOryr*ffFFP$ftTOTfFT *it 
TO§?T ft?F «TT asflT F? -4l*TlfaF<«l ^ TFW ^t TOTJff 

ftrc t, 344 4) i 4 ftc rci f #u afroti toft to? 

t ft? ?to F«ff } wtiwU i -to Tfroro m ftf 4 TO 
witftm f£ m^o ft?F TOfti <»-i«?»i t ft? 4 *f?i h w ‘d^r 
<R»}f<d< 'W $1 <I^IW f^F*7T 'W ^1 

iPm tw» ♦ % -m$m ^ wm ^ 3Pff^ 
■^86 ^ 99 4>l4TcT l^TT *4l«RK 1%^T t 'if«lf^> W 

^Nl^4%^87 ^ 99 TW 4>f4<d l^T cit ^TT 

flBJ ^ 86 ^ TO3H11 '3TOT ^ t ^ 

^ t f^r I^r ^ t ”3^ to 

nfil# ^ Tf^ 3 **ff t W 3lfirwt ^)I 
'FTC ^ ^ W ^1 '35TC1 7W» $ fa ^ 2001 ^ 2003 ^ 
U^T 3FFRT t 3^T[ ^ ^ cRf 3n*ff Fllf ^ 
■qTOFTW^'PlTC'^Trtl 3RT^f*3 ; TCl UftlM^ ^RT 

FI# 2005 ^ ^FPk?T iti ^ t ^ 

*lH4> l fl tl 3m 
yftWjW PiM» 4 ft«4Wnll -an^l 

^ fagH ^r^MIM<+) ^iT cf^v ^ f^^Ff ’■MlMKrW 
+i4yf«m ^ ^ ^ ^ ^rt srf^^r ^Rife t^raR ^r«bt 


TT^t % aqwif «^rcf *ft Mr <it|R4MRi ate ^ft t 
3fpc ^ #T sfawrftfi ^ TOTTOT f I ^TI 

FTCTT FT ■'TC f^FT f f^W^f nf^^t FI ''jpf f^TfTB 

T3T 'TOT ^1 H^Wf ^ ^jcif^in FT^ ^»t «'mwii 'fl 

nf ^ ft? '3'Tft*Tft <fiiw *j 4 mH lftR2T ^ 

IWRT ^ '»f^W'ii«I ircgff ft>^ ^ *tf ^JFRT 7W? t 

ft? wft 1 fttfJR 99 m? i\ ftTC, TO: TO ^ $ 

■3TO*t 4yR*ift ’nff ti ^*tct ^ t ftr ^ ■yftrwft ^ 
Tf»rct ^ UFpr TO ft^TT W tl TOT fTOft TI^T FW **T 

i^i toNt to toj?t ft^T tot ti to? t ftr ftr 

TO#T ^ FTOT IRgn ~wi ^ $ FfofTfatf 

^T^ftTOTOrtft^TOfftft^t ^^^fft^t 
^ 240 ft* TOf ftnTT tl ■3TOTT TO» t ftr ftR 

WfW t 240 ft* T?f TO fttt t *3TOt TOT< ftTC TOT «TT ft^J 

TOff 1240 ^ ft>4 W^^TOTf ^ftTCTOTI TO 

^f ITOiT TO» t ft> TOff FRT TOf wI*«?k TOT TOT I TO ftTO 
* 3ft ^f 3^ TO^ TOlt’ ^ 3 ^ t ^ tt TOff TOrtt 

-3TO tot ^ TOif to ftro to ftrar ti 3Pif t srrt 
to. 87 3 TOfca tftr 3Tftm ftrc t ftra^ ^ 
t ^ to. 87 ^ tfti 3^ ftrc t ^f 

TO#T 3lftrant ^ FTOT TO 1986 ^ ^T T^W^WT 

afftm ^ ^ ftntft wm tow t TOfftr -*ro unlf 

3Tlt «f^H ^f "TO. 87 ^ TO4w el’ll srfroffTOT qnni tl "TOT TO? 
Sfta# m 1TO?T 3l^f ^ FTO TTft'Fift t miff 3 TOfarT 
^ irfrof iRgn to ^ t stc toft tot ^r't 

TOTOTC4*w y^T W< #T TOTC 
^fTOn ^ 3FZRH FTC frftr MfdM^ ^ #T 3Tftw»M m 
Me ^*ii< ^itf) 1 >#?l^ m^miTVm 3iTTh>w ski 

lFTfflft<T tl FT *^af ^ 3TOR TO ti *TO ft^^tl 

FT «^«if TOlftiTO, Rrfln ‘5 I lf, <J J Hl ^ TOT TO <J*e74 
Iron 3?ftm t To: to ^T tott -m ftott ft? TOff m TOit 
7^ *M^TOTFT9#sff3 3Tftm^t I'^ftTOTO^f 
5Tftn# m tro ft?^ ^ -y^sf ^ qgifikt ^ ^ ^ 

FTORT tl TOff TO TOT ftTOR 99 TO? ^ #T 
3Tftm t ^ <TF^ TOT ^ *K&: JB 3 afe ’Ttf 11 ?F^ FTC 
t ft? t ftror; 99 to? tt to^ ft*TT t, toTi 

*w$ftdi arftrofT ^ ftot y^d ^ atr ft ^TOffro?^ ^ 
FTOT 3TO?T ftFTf ^ TOHT ^ ^ ^ TOT^T TOfTfTO 

fron tot t ft?3 TOzf^f^ftr^t't srwRififi 

ayftqfo M <t^^f240 tl RTf*H?l4 3TTOT 

M u ORl^ 3 R: e!4 ^ ft40n '5TTO TOf 1 TFTT tl IPff ffl\ ft?# 
^ ^ 3 240 % TO^ ^ 3 W TOf ft** TOt TO 
ITfTO^^ftSH 3ffTOTTO?TOTOf -Sfrotl 

^ to? 4 ~}240 fro to 4^T Iron ti ^< 1 *1^1 ft. 1.5.2001 
tfti't 3rof t to: toT Itott ti ft^ ftFtcr ftroc 99 ^ 
TO^uwf TOftro TOf #tt irfro^t t ftes to fror ti 

TOTf ^^JT ^ 3T5TO 3TT«ff TO TOT 25^1 4r-1^ TO ^F t, 
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[77. TJ^T-42011/37/2000-37^ 37T? Csty] 
1V|$, 37ffi«bl<l 
New Delhi, the 4th May, 2006 

S.O. 2093.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. CGIT- 
2/80 of2000) ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, No. II Mumbai now as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Hindustan Organic 
Chemicals Ltd., and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 4-5-2006. 

[No. L-42QJ1 /37/2000-lR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE TrtE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, 
NO. II AT MUMBAI 
PRESENT: 

A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 
REFERENCE NO. CGIT-2/80 OF 2000. 

CHAIRMAN & MANAGING DIRECTOR 
HINDUSTAN ORGANIC CHEMICALS LTD., 
Chairman & Managing Director, 

Hindustan Organic Chemicals Ltd.. 

Rasayani, Raigad(M.S.) 


AND 

THEIR WORKMEN 

Mr. Haribhau Madhav Chavan, 
Savita Nivas, At Ris Wadi, 
P.O. Mohopade, Tal, Khalapur, 
Dist., Raigad 410222. 


For the Employer : Mr. B.D. Birajdar, Advocate 

For the Workmen : Mr. D.T. Dandge, 

Advocate 

Mumbai, dated 4th April, 2006 
AWARD—PART-H 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its 
Order No. L42011/37/2000-IR (DU) dt 24th August, 2000 in 
exercise of the powers conferred under clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) AND SUB-SECTION 2(A) OF Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

“Whether the action of the management of Hindustan 
Organic Chemicals Ltd., Rasayani in terminating the 
services of Shri Hari Babu Mahadev Chavan vide 
Order No. DE/PRN/2342/2000 dated 7th June, 2000 is 
legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman 
is entitled?" 

2. Workman Chavan was appointed as a Chemical 
Operator Grade Ill in the management-company in 1984 and 
was confirmed in 1986. By Statement of Claim (Exhibit-6) 
workman contended that on 3rd August, 1987 i.e. on the 
day of incident, he was working as Chemical Operator Grade 
HI in the Production Division when the explosion took place, 
in the Meta Amino Phenol (MAP) plant in Sulphonation 
Section in the second shift. It is pleaded though he had not 
committed any misconduct and taken all care and followed 
the steps and instructions necessary for carrying out the 
process entrusted to him, the management suspended him 
on 7th August, 1987 for the incident dated 3rd August, 
1987 and pending suspension, issued him chargesheet 
dated 13 th August, 1987 and 25 th August, 1987 alleging, |ie 
was required take the steps to charge Nitrobenzene (NB) to 
Sulphonation Vessel R-l 03 and heat the same upto 70 degree 
C by steam and thereafter he was required to maintain 
temperature at 80-85 degree C by Jacket Cooling with Water 
flow adjustment in three hours during Oleum addition and 
further alleged that as an Operator though he was aware 
regarding the necessity of following the above operation 
as well as other related instructions imparted from time to 
time and that High Degree of risk involved if the said steps/ 
instructions were not followed scrupulously, and that, while 
on duty it is alleged he did not follow the abovesaid steps 
while operating Batch No. 125 in Sulphonation Vessel No. 
R-l03 A and thereby committed gross negligence. He 
pleaded that the management company alleged in the 
charge-sheet that he added the oleum without preheating 
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Nitrobenzene (NB) and cooling of the reaction men (as per 
procedure) which led to 'runaway' reaction resulting in 
explosion to R-103 ASulphonadon Vessel and farther alleged 
that the above explosion caused serious injuries to the 
employees who succumbed thalr Injuries and that the impact 
of the explosion was such that the portion of MAP plant 
collapsed resulting into loss and damage of employer's 
property and ftirther alleged that death of two employees 
and loss of employer’s property occurred due to the 
negligence on his part and thereby it was alleged he 
committed misconduct as enumerated iii rules of standing 
orders 36. He pleaded that by additional chargesheet dated 
25th August, 1987 It was alleged that iog book was found 
tampered with and record pertaining to Sulphonatlon Batch 
No. 124 which commenced in 3rd shift of 2nd August, 1987 
continued In the first Shift to be completed In second shift 
on 3rd August, 1987 was removed. Workman averred that 
he gave explanation to the charge-sheet Issued to him for 
the above said allegations on 16th August, 1987 and 30th 
August, 1987. However, dissatisfied with the same, the 
company held inquiry against him and found him guilty 
though he was innocent. Workman averred that the inquiry 
was conducted against the principles of natural justice and 
that findings recorded were perverse. According to workman 
inquiry was held with undue haste, Inquiry Officer refosed 
to give him the copies of the written statements of various 
persons taken by the company after the incident of explosion 
and the report of the expert committee though produced 
with was bulky, company produced the Xerox copies of the 
Preliminary Fact Finding Committee’s Report but, original 
Copy of the said report was not produced and that copies of 
the said report were not given to him and that inspection of 
the original report was refused, thereby prejudice had 
caused to him. He averred that the Inquiry Officer allowed 
the employers representative to put leading questions to 
its witnesses though objection was raised by his defence 
counsel and contended that he was denied opportunity to 
cross-examine company’s witness Mr. Sangwar and that 
Inquiry Officer refused for production of manual of the MAP 
plant and the inspection of the same. The Inquiry Officer 
did not grant adjournment as prayed by him. Workman 
contended that he was charge-sheeted for the offence under 
Section 304 Part-1 & 11,338 and 427 of the Indian Penal Code 
by the police however Additional Sessions Judge, Raigad, 
at Alibag acquitted him. Workman pleaded that he was paid 
subsistence allowance only 50% of the monthly wages and 
in that context also the inquiry vitiates and that based on 
the inquiry report action of his termination dated 7th June, 
2000 is illegal. For ail these reasons he contended the inquiry 
be set aside beingtmp roper, 

3. The Management-Company resisted the claim of 
workman by filing written statement (Exhibit 9) contending 
that the inquiry was conducted by following the principles 
of natural justice and that findings are not perverse. It is 
pleaded that due to negligence of the workman explosion 
took place. It is pleaded that the workman instead of taking 


charge from the first shift operator went to get canteen 
coupons from the Welfare Section at 2,15 p.m. and then 
reported to work and that during this time, Sulphonlsation 
was unattended. It is contended after tha preliminary fact 
finding committee wherein workman was held respontibli 
for the acts and omissions, a departmental enquiry was 
commenced. It is contended three valves which were found 
to open condklons are indicative of the fact that the workman 
did not carry out his duties as required and has been 
negligent In checking the valves, it is averred that ample 
opportunity was given to the workman and that the inquiry 
was fafr and proper and that the findings arrived at, based 
on the materials on the record. It is averred, as the charges 
were proved against the workman which were of grave and 
serious nature and in the Interest of matotatotog discipline 
to the establishment, the punishment of dismissal Imposed 
upon the workman Is proportionate. It is prayed that to the 
circumstances the claim of the workman be dismissed 
inllmine, 

4. In view of the rival pleadings of the parties issues 
were framed at (Exhibit 15) to the context of preliminary 
issues workman filed affidavit to lieu of Examination-In-Chief 
(Exhibit 18) and the affidavit of Defence Counsel Mr. Dandge 
(Exhibit 17) and closed evidence vide purshls (Exhibit 20). 
Management-company however did not lead oral evidence 
on preliminary issues and informed accordingly vide purshls 
(Exhibit 21). 

5. On the basis of these pleadings Issues No. 1 & 2 
were framed at Exhibit 15 and were initially taken to decide 
first as preliminary issues regarding fairness of enquiry and 
perversity of findings. 

6. To prove inquiry fair and proper and as well as 
findings not perverse First Party placed reliance on the 
inquiry proceedings served, reply given by Second Party 
Workman. Second Party Workman made out a case that 
enquiry was not fair and proper and findings were perverse. 
The said preliminary issuss were decided by my predecessor 
bypassing Part 1 AWARD on 3rd September, 2002 holding 
enquiry not fair and proper and findings are perverse and 
my predecessor instructed the First Party to prove the 
charges levelled against Second Party Workman by leading 
evidence. 

7. Thereafter First Party led evidence of its 4 witness 
namely Sitaram Ganpat Chauhan by filing affidavit of Mr. 
Chavan at Exhibit 34, by filing affidavit of Mr. Tarate at 
Exhibit 35, by filing of Baban Pathare at Exhibit 39 and by 
filing affidavit ofManohar Patil at Exhibit 40. After that First 
Party filed closing purshis at Exhibit 44 informing that, it 
has closed its evidence in the matter. To reply that, Second 
Party Workman examined Mr. Shared Date by filing affidavit 
at Exhibit 46 and filed closing purshis at Exhibit 48 reporting 
that, he has closed his evidence. 

8. The stage now comes to decide whether action 
taken by First Party in terminating employment of the 
Second Party was just and proper and punishment awarded 
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of termination under the reference was legai and if not what 
relief workman can get ? 

9. To prove it in his favour the second part First 
Party placed reliance on enquiry proceedings as weii as on 
affidavit of 4 witnesses referred above and submit that, 
charges levelled against Second Party Workman of gross 
negligence were proved beyond doubt by the First Party 
and succeeds in showing that, it is Second Party Workman 
who was solely responsible for mishap which occurred on 
3rd August, 1987 in the Plant of the First Party, and was 
responsible for the ioss caused to the First Party of Rs. 
Seven crores as weil as responsible for taking the lives of 
two workers working there. According to First Party the 
conduct of Second Party in leaving the work place without 
permission and without asking anybody to attend it was 
the cause behind said mishap. First Party clearly establishes 
the guilt of the Second Party Workman and proved that, it 
is he, who was solely responsible for all this episode and as 
such termination is the only solution and punishment to 
this type of nature of tragedy. Whereas Second Party 
Workman's counsel submits that, the charges levelled 
against Second Party Workman are not proved. Only 
because the Second Party Workman was in the second 
shift on 3rd August, 1987 where said explosion took place, 
where lives gone and damage was caused in crores of rupees 
for First Party does not mean that, the Second Party 
Workman is only responsible for all that. In fact the 
machinery was not proper. Proper care was not taken by the 
First Party in maintaining the machinery. The number of 
complaints were lodged by die Second Party Workman 
and other employees who we|e working in the said Plant on 
the said machine. However,|no proper care was taken in 
repairing the machine, replacing the proper parts which can 
take care of such explosion. In fact there were no automatic 
safely control which ought to have in the machine to face 
such type of unwarranted or unavoidable events for safety 
such a care was not taken in the machine and as such it was 
a faulty machine as well as Vince care was not taken by the 
First Party in maintaining it and keeping it upto date to 
coupe up with all types of problems, was not root cause 
behind the said explosion. It is not proved that. Second 
Party Workman was responsible for the said explosion. In 
fact it was the share accident and for that Second Party 
Workman alone cannot be held responsible and cannot be 
held liable and be punished. As it was accident. Second 
Party Workman alone cannot be accounted for it. On the 
contrary, just to blame somebody and to show some action 
is taken and to hide the actual and factual position of the 
defects in the machinery, Second Party Workman is 
victimized. The farce was made of holding of the Inquiry. 
The witnesses relied by. the Management were promoted 
and with the help of that, Second Party Workman was 
victimized, punished and penalized. This incident took place 
in 1987 and Second Party Workman was terminated on 7th 
June, 2000. From 2000 he is out of job. Initially he filed 
proceedings before Thane Labour Court under MRTU and 


PULP Act. There First Party challenged the Jurisdiction of 
Thane Labour Court on the point of appropriate Government 
and the matter went upto Supreme Court. As it was decided, 
Central Government being the appropriate Government a 
reference was made here and this battle is going on since 
then and the Second Party Workman is fighting for it for 
year together saying that, he was victimized by the First 
Party and he is not responsible for the said explosion which 
took place on 3rd August, i987. So It Is submitted that he be 
reinstated by setting aside the termination order dated 7th 
June, 2000 with the benefits of back wages. 

10. To support these contentions Second Party 
Workman placed reliance on the affidavits of the witnesses 
which were filed at the time of dicing Part I award and 
evidence ofex-empioyee which is on record. Whereas First 
Party placed reliance on the evidence of four witnesses 
who were examined by filing affidavits, after directions given 
by the Tribunal to prove the charges levelled against Second 
Party Workman, the Ld. Advocate appearing for the First 
Party take me through the affidavits of his witnesses one 
by one and submit that, ail his witnesses are supporting the 
case of the First Party and are saying that, it is the Second 
Party Workman who was absent in the work place when 
explosion took place. Whereas Ld. Advocate for the Second 
Party Workman submit that evidence led in the form of 
affidavits of those witnesses does not help First Party in 
showing that, it is Second Party Workman who was soleiy 
responsible for the said explosion. For that he referred to 
the cross-examination of Mr. Sitaram Chauhan whose 
evidence is at Exhibit 34 which reveals that, one Mr. Tharate 
and Mr. Rao were suspended regarding said explosion. 
Then he referred to the cross of Tarate which is at Exhibit 35 
and pointed out that said Mr. Tharate brought new bundle 
of Piano wire on 28th July, 1987. He also admits that work of 
Piano wire was done by fitter. He also admits that Piano wire 
was loose. He also admits that Piano wire was tightened on 
2nd August, 1987 in the second shift of the place where 
said accident took place. He also admits that workmen had 
not concern to write Log Book. He also admits that entries 
in connection with Batch No. 124 were taken by the 
Supervisor. He states that Log Book is to be written on the 
basis of the Log sheets. He informs that entries in the Log 
Book is not written by the workman. He states that both 
pages of Log Book were not tom. He states that except his 
presence nobody was in the KAM Section. He points out 
that second shift starts from 3.00 P.M. He also states that to 
repair 40 volts was not the work of Operator. He also states 
that July, 1987 valve was not in working condition. He also 
admits that Operator had written complaints about the same 
on 23rd July, 1987. He also states that there is a provision to 
relieve pressure by using rapture. He states that he does 
not remember whether such restructure disk was reduced 
by 2". He states that due to increase in temperature, pressure 
rapture disc may rapture. He states that the main storage 
tank is situated on the ground floor of MAP Plant and 
machinery tanks were situated on the second floor. He also 



[Vmil—TT¥3(ii)] 27, 2006/^6, 1928 


4677 


states that the Operator cannot see the sulphono meter 
from storage tank. He father states that on going to the 
ground floor said worker remain itifoe same section. He 
also admits that, he was suspended for the said explosion 
and charges were leveled against him. However, appellant 
authority had exonerated him and promoted also. Taking 
reference of this Ld. Advocats for ths Second Party 
Workman submit that, on this type of evidence First Party 
has placed reliance and punished the Second Party 
Workman though the said witness Mr. Tharate was charge- 
sheeted regarding same explosion suspended and then his 
charges were exonerated by management and suspension 
order was revoked. In that light he raised question whether 
such a witness can be an independent witness? Then hs 
referred to cross of Mr. Pathare of Management witness 
whose evidence is at Exhibit 39 who is educated upto Std. 
XI. He admits that he had complained to his superiors on 
the defective valve. He admits that he hap no knowledge in 
which batch explosion took place on 3rd August, 1987. 
Then he referred to the evidence of Mr, Patil of Exhibit 40 
and mere perusal of it shows that, In his cross, he admits 
that capacity of vessel as per Company's norms was 4000 
litem. However, Pint Party was using400 extra material then 
prescribed in the said vessel. He Mates that after drawing 
the oleum, if any shortage la there shortage such a vessel Is 
seat for malntaneifc*. He also stales that, while taking vessel 
for maintenance > neemed Foreman remains present. He 
admits that, Sulphonation reaction cannot taken place unless 
it Is heated upto 8043 degrees te m per a t u r e . He also admits 
that, to achieve that Temperature Main Valve Jacket is to 
open. He admits that he did not work as a shit Operator of 
Sulphonation Section in 1987. Taking reference of this 
evidence, the Second Patty’s Advocate submits that, there 
is no direct evidence brought on record or placed before 
this Tribunal to show how Second Party Workman was 
responsible for the said explosion. It is to be noted that, 
explosion took place in the Plant It is to be noted that It Is a 
chemical fectory. it is expected that automatic mqjor safety 
device machines should have them to avoid such type of 
accidents. It is brought onreoordby the Second Party that, 
Plant was not working smoothly. There were number of 
complaints. Those were ignored by the First Party. Repairs 
wen not carried In time. For all that Second Party Workman 
alone cannot be held responsible. 

11 . In that light if we peruse the evidence we And 
that, explosion took place on 3rd August, 1987 at about 5.00 
P.M. In the section where Second Party Workman was 
working. The allegations levalsd against Second Party 
Workman art thathe left the place, without permission and 
without asking any body to attend the same, It is a matter of 
record that explosion took place 5.00 P.M. However, evidence 
brought on record by the First Party about the absence of 
the Second Party on the spot by is of svidence of 
Mr. Tharte at Exhibit 35 who in his affidavit has stated that 
he noted the abiencs of ths Second Party at 2.30 P.M. Than 
he states that Second Party had been to him at about 2.45 
P,M, and had informed that ha had gone to purchase canteen 
aoupons and thereafter he collected the same. That means 


at the moat one can presume that, Second Party Workman 
wai absent on the spot or from his working place between 
2.30 P.M. to 2.45 P.M. However, time of explosion Is at 5.00 
P.M. and it is not shown how the Second Party Workman 
can be held responsible for his absence at 5.00 P.M. on 3rd 
August, 1987 when alleged accident took piece. Besides 
four witnesses were examined by the First Party in the Court. 
Out of them nobody Is directly stating What actually 
happened and how Second Party Workman was responsible 
for foe said explosion and how ths Second Party can be 
held responsible? All that they are trying to lay that, he 
was in foa second shift where explosion took place and that 
la why ail are raising figures towards him, The record and 
proceedings revesi that ha alone was not charge-sheeted 
by fos First Party, As referred above Mr. Tharate was also 
charge-sheeted. Hs was suspended and then Appellate 
Authority exonerated the charges leveled against 
Mr, Tharate, It is pertinent to note that he was then promoted 
and stili First Pirty is relying on foe depositions Of such a 
witness vii. Mr. Tharate who was once charge-sheeted for 
foe said explosion and was suspended and alio promoted, 
So definitely evidence brought on record by the First Party 
of this type does not directly involved foe Second Party 
Workman In ths spisode to conclude thet, he was 
responsible for said explosion and he is creator of it. 

12, Mr. Patil witness of the management who Is at 
Exhibit 40 as4fo witness has admitted in cross that capacity 
of said Vessel was given by foe manufacturing company 
upto4000 Utna which is mentioned on page 30 of Exhibit 30. 
He admits thet, however, Pint Party was using 400 litres 
more than foe prescribed quantity of the supplien. MW 3 
Mr. Pathare, examinad at Exhibit 39 by foe Management in 
foe Tribunal on oath states that he was in sacond shift on 
the date of foe explosion between 2.00 p.m. to 10.00 p.m. of 
MAP plant, where Second Party Workman was working 
and ha heard noise at about 5,00 p.m, where he observed 
hot and black coloured material was spread on that area. 
Even he noted that cloths of S .V. Roll and V.D. Thakur, the 
victims, who succumbed foalr lives in fos said explosion, 
were caught fire. He states fort he took water pipe and went 
there and tried to rescue them, in foe cross this witness 
state that, hs is educated upto Std.XI. He joined company 
in 1974 as foe Mazdoor. He admits that Mr. Tharate asked 
him to stop foe Evaporation section at about 2,30 p.m. and 
In the evening explosion took place. He states that, he was 
in the rest room flom 2,30 p.m. to 5.00 p.m. He state that, he 
had complained to his super!ore regarding defective steam 
vessels. He alio admits that he is not aware In which Batch, 
explosion took place on 3rd August! 987. Affidavit Is filled 
by management of Mr. Tharate at Exhibit 35 whose evidence 
is material and important in this cue, As per his deposition, 
S.V, Roll and Mr. Thakur wereseriousiy injured i n the said 
explosion which resulted in to their death. He also states 
that, Management, suffered huge loss as a result of that 
explosion, He wu also In KAM Section on the date of the 
sxploeion. He states that, he wu Shift Incharge and his 
duties were to note down foe prescency of foe employees 
who were on duty and mark absentees, if not on duty. He 
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states that, he was supposed to gQ through the Log Book 
and was supposed to supervise four sections in the Plant. 
He also states that, he was supposed to Issue work ordsrs 
and get carry those from the workers. He states that, on that 
day Second Party Workman by name HarlbKau Chavan was 
working as a Chemical Operator In Sulphonatlon Section, 
Shrl R.M. Shembedekar and D.M. Dandekar were in 
Reduction Section, Shrl S.B.Ghadge in Olive Filter Section 
and Shri B.D. Phathare was in Evaporation Section. He states 
that except Mr. Chavan others were on duty at 2.30 p.m. He 
ststes that somebody Informed him that Mr. Chavan left for 
collecting canteen coupons from the Welfare Hall. He states 
that when he visited the work place on that date at 2.30, 
Mr. Chavan was absent and he noted his absentee at about 
2.43 p.m, when he himsif visited to him. He also states that, 
explosion took place at 3.00 p.m. and after hearing It he 
rushed to the spot. He states that, Second party Workman 
was the Chemical Operator, In the cross this witness states 
that, somebody told him about the explosion and about the 
absence of Mr. Chavan on the spot that time. He states that, 
on 22nd August, 1987 Piano wire had become loose and It 
was tightened in second shift i.t, one day prior to the 
explosion. He states that, Operator is not supposed to repair 
or replace the faulty valve. He admits that Second Patty 
Workman wrote complaints on 23rd July, 1987 about the 
steam valve and it needs repair. He admits that, supplier of 
the sulphonator has made provison for pressure relief valve 
and in addition to that there is a provision of repture disc to 
releass the pressure. He ststes that he did not remember 
whether the repture disc was reduced by 2 inches. He admits 
that, he did not posses degree of Chemical Engineer. He 
admits that, on going to the ground floor, one remaining in 
the same section and can sae portion of MAP Section. 

13. After giving opportunity to the First Party on the 
strength of holding enquiry not fair and proper manner by 
the Tribunal the Management had examined four witnesses 
viz. Mr. S.G. Chavan at Exhibit 34, Mr. S.M. Tharte at Exhibit 
33, Mr. B.D. Pathare at Exhibit 39 and Mr. Patll at Exhibit-40. 
Out of them Mr. A.G. Chavan, Mr. Patll and Mr. Pathare are 
not on the point of incident. They have stated in genera) 
about the condition of machine on which the Second Party 
Workman was working and about what type of care Is 
required to be taken. At the most the evidence ofMr. Tharate 
can be said to be connected with the Second Party 
Workman. However, Mr. Tharate was also charge-sheeted 
like Second Party Workman. He was suspended. Then 
charges leveled against were exonerated by the Appellate 
Authority and then he was promoted also. So management 
relied on this type of evidence who had actually no personal 
knowledge regarding act of the Second Party Workman 
and effect of It in connection with the explosion. Besides 
evidence of Mr. Tharate and Mr. Patii throw light on the 
condition of machine and it Is established by the Second 
Party Workman by cross-examination of those 2 witnesses 
that, the machine itself was faulty. No care was taken by the 
Management, Complaints were lodged by the Second Party 
Workman about the defacts in the machine. Even Mr. Tharate 
admits that, he repaired it one day before to the incident by 


tightening Piano wire. Even Mr. Patii admits that, though 
the capacity of the vessel was 4000 liters, First Party was 
using 400 liters more than its capacity, When that is the 
position, the question arise how the Second Party Workman 
alone can be held resposible for the said explosion? 
Opportunity was given to the First Party to establish the 
charges of misconduct leveled against the Second Party 
Workman. However, except absence of Second Party 
Workman that too in between 2.30 p.m. to 2.43 p.m. nothing 
is brought on record and nothing Is proved by the First 
Party to show, how Second Party Workman alone is 
responsible? It should be notsd that, the explosion took 
place at 3.00 p.m, It is a matter of record that, it is noted by 
ail that at 3.00 P.M. said mishap took place and Mr. Koli and 
Mr. Thakur were victimized. It was a matter of record that, 
the First Party lost crores of rupees and plant was exploded 
in the said event. Only because explosion took place at 3.00 
p.m. in which Mr, Koll and Mr. Thakure lost their lives and 
the First Party suffered loss In crores of rupees, can Second 
Party Workman be held responsible for it? 

It will not be out of place to refare ths clrminal cases 
and Its finding which was conducted against the Second 
Party Workman at Alibagh Sessions Court where he was 
acquitted from the said Session’s case and same is admitted 
position, The First Party cannot not establish foe guilt of 
foe Second Party Workman. When foe Criminal Court which 
is foe fact finding Court in that respect was unable to hold 
the Second Party Workman guilty of the charges, foe 
question arises how findings of foe Enquiry Committee on 
which the First Party rely can be conclusive and this type of 
evidence can be accepted to hold the Second Party 
Workman responsibU alone? 

13. In addition to this the Ld. Advocate for the First 
Party has submitted written arguments at Exhibit 5ft referring 
to above things and mentioning 3 Case Laws more precisely 
Case Law published in 2003 AIR Sc p. 1238 and 2003 (1) 
L.L.N. 1047 and Case Law published in 1999 AIR SC 1441. 
However, actually citations published In AIR 1963 SC page 
1736, published in 1996 (2) LLN.p. 1269, published in 1996 
(2) relevant page 1276, published in 2004 (4) L.L.N. p. 766, 
citstion published in AIR 1999 p. 1441 and citation published 
in 2003 AIR SOW 1439 and citation published in AIR 1999 
SC p. 3318 as well as citation published in 1992 ICLRp. 1001 
are referred. Those are on foe point of criminal proceedings 
and the legality of the findings of such criminal proceedings 
In connection with the enquiry proceedings. However, It is 
not elaborated by the First Party about those in what way, 
the ratio laid down referred with written arguments only 
helps him in observing that, foe Management succeeds in 
proving the charges leveled against the Second Party 
Workman. 

The Case Laws which he mentioned In his written 
submissions at Exhibit 30, more precisely published In AIR 
SC 2003 p, 1238 Is also regarding finding given foe Criminal 
proceedings and it was contended that, foe disciplinary 
proceedings are different that foe crlminai proceedings and 
relying on foe observations that both are totally different, 
in my considered view, there is no quarel on that presumption 
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that, Criminal proceedings are having different status than 
the disciplinary proceedings and each of them are not 
different one. 

17. The citation published in 200S (1) L.L.N. 1047 
and published in AIR 1999 SC p. 1441 are on the point of not 
stepping by the witness in the witness box and 
consequences of it. in both those cases concerned parties 
did not step into the witness box. As stated above the 
Statement of Claim and the affidavit filed and cross taken 
and taking ciue of it, the Ld. Advocate for the first Party 
submits that, even in the instant case the Second Party 
Workman did not step into the witness box end prove that 
he was not gainfully employed elsewhere and he is antitied 
for backwages. But It die instant case, Advocate fbr the 
First Party purposely ignore the affidavit of the Second 
Party which is part of these proceedings. It is filed at Exhibit 
18, wherein he has stated on oath at page 21 of his affidavit 
like this: 

"1 say that the order af the Employer dated 7th June, 
2000 be quashed and I may be allowed to be reinstated with 
back wages and with all the benefits with retrospective 
effect. 1 say that all my prayers as mention in my application 
dated 4-10-2000 be granted." 

18. So in the affidavit, Second Party Workman has 
specifically stated about his ciaims and about his 
backwages. Even in his Statement ofClaims filed at Exhibit 
6 he specifically states that, he be reinstated with benefits 
of back wages and continuity of service. The Cass Laws 
referred by the Ld. Advocate for the First Party in his written 
arguments more precissiy stands published in 2005( 1)L.L.N. 
.1047 and citation published in AIR 1999 SC p. 1441 where 
no such prayer was brought by the Plaintiff in their 
respective cases nor they step into the witness box. In the 
present pleadings the Second Party Workman has field his 
claim as well as his affidavit. No doubt the Second Party 
workman did not step into the witness box at the time of 
leading evidence on the SECOND PART AWARD. It is 
admitted that the evidence placed on record in the form of 
Statement of Claim and In the form of affidavit is on record 
end can go till end of the proceedings. So the conclusion 
drawn by the Advocate for the first Party that the Second 
Party Workman has not made out the case by stepping into 
witness box and prove that he was not gainfully employed 
elsewhere after the termination, has no meaning. Apart from 
that, as pointed out by the Advocate for the Second Party 
Workman that the Second Party Is fighting for his relief 
right ftom 1987. Even before that he approached Thane 
Labour Court. In that Court, the dispute was raised that 
Central Government was appropriate Government, by the 
First Party, and then the matter went upto Hon’ble Supreme 
Court and then reference was made to this Tribunal and for 
eil that the Second Party is fighting, ftom 1987 itself. All that 
raises question for what he is fighting? In my considered 
view the fight is going on ftom 1987 tiil this moment, The 
prayers Is made by the employee even in the Statement of 
Claims and in the Affidavit filed by him. So in my considered 


view, it is more than sufficient to conclude that, the Second 
Party was demanding benefits of back wages and continuity 
of service. No doubt he has not stated that he is not 
gainfully employed during this, period. However, at the 
same time no any type of case is made out by the First Party 
to say, that, the Second Party Workman is gainfully employed 
and have source of income and not entitled for back wages. 
No doubt burden is on the Second Party to prove his case 
but at the same time burden is on First Party also to deny 
his claim which he has made in the Statement of Claims as 
weii as In the affidavit filed by him which is part of the 
present proceedings. 

19, As discuss|d above and as concluded First, 
Party is unable to establish the guilt of the Second Party 
and unable to prove that, Second Party only was responsible 
for the said mishap which took place on 3rd August, 1987. 
On the contrary evidence discussed above and case made 
out by both at the most lead to conclude that, it was foe 
share accident. When It is an accident, one alone cannot be 
held sole responsible. On the contrary the negligence on 
the party of First Party in not keeping the machine In order 
and update, and not maintaining them properly can be foe 
reason behind the said explosion and that possibility cannot 
be ruled out. Besides it is not explain what was duty of two 
victims namely Koii and Thakur who lost their life? Whether 
they were responsible or not is not shown end pleaded by 
First Party. When there is doubt about the charges levelled 
against the Second Party Workman and his role in 
connection with it, in my considered view, Second Party 
Workman alone cannot be held responsible for the said 
mishap and cannot be punished as punished by the First 
Party by terminating him in keeping him out of job from 
1987. 

In the said set of circumstances and in view of foe 
discussions made above, I conclude that, the Second Party 
Workman must be reinstated. 

20. Now question will be of back wages. Considering 
the case made out by the First Party and the pleading made 
by the Second Party in his affidavit end Statement of Claim 
end considering thet, the Second Party is out of job and not 
working for First Perty, I conclude that order of 50% back 
wages ftom the date of termination till he is reinstated would 
meet the ends of justice. Hence, the order: 

ORDER 

(a) Reference is allowed; 

(b) Second Perty Workman Shrl Haribhau Madhav 
Chavan is reinstated with First Party by giving benefits of 
30% back wages ftom the date of termination tilt he is 
reinstated; 

(c) I further order First Party to pay cost of Rs. 10,000/- 
to the Second Party Workman as a token, since he is fighting 
for his relief ftom 1987 till this date. 

At Mumbai 

Dated this 4th Day of April, 2006. 

A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 2006 

S.O. 2094.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 15/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Trlbunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Jaipur as shown In the Annexure In the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Union 
Bank of India and their workman, received by the Cental 
Government on 1 <5-2006. 

[No. L-l 2012/161/2002-IR (B-II)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, JAIPUR 

Case No. CGIT-IS/2003 
Reference No. L-120I2/161/2002 (IR) (B-II) 

Sh. Chandra Shekher Dubey, 

49 Raghu Vlhar, Maharanl Farm, 

Durgapura, 

Jalpur(Rqj.) ...Applicant 

Versus 

1. Chairman & Managing Director, 

Union Bank of India, 

Central Office, 

239, Vidhan Bhawan Marg, 

Mumbai-400021. 

2. Dy, General Manager, 

Union Bank of India, 

Regional Office, 

B-100, University Marg, 

Bapu Nagar, Jaipur. „ .Non-applicant 

PRESENT: 

Presiding Officer: Sh. R.C, Sharma 

For the applicant: Sh. R.C. Jain. 

For the non-applicant: Sh. R.K. Kala, Sh. R.C, Papriwal 

& Sh. Rupin Kala 

Date of award: 7-4-2006 


AWARD 

1. The Central Government in exercise of the powers 
conferred under Clause ‘D’ of sub-section 1 & 2 (A) to 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter 
referred to as the 1 Act 1 ) has referred this industrial dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal which runs as under 

“Whether die action of the management of Union 
Bank of India in dismissing die services of wortanan 
Shrl Chandra Shekher Dubey w.e.f. 25-5-2001 was 
legal and justified? if not, what relief is die workman 
entitled to?” 

2. The workman/delinquent has pleaded in hii claim 
statement that he Joined the services of the non-applicant 
bank as LDC on 13-12-83 and whlie he was working as 
Talex Operator, Clerk/Typist in the Overseas Branch at 
Jaipur, his services were terminated. He has farther stated 
that being the post bearer of the distinct union he protested 
against the activities of he bank officers as well as that of 
the union and enjoying the majority, which were contrary 
to the Interest of die bank and it triggered the rage within 
the higher bank authorities which led in chargesheeting 
him on 3-3-2000 and subsequently he was served with a 
supplementary chargesheet on 4-2-2000. In this context 
the workman has cited the examples of Nand Lai Sharma, 
the Branch Manager against whom he had filed the 
complaints to the higher authorities and that he had also to 
prefer a Public Interest Litigation before the High Court. 
He has added that he was chargesheeted on the basis of 
the reports submitted by Nand Lai Sharma. The workman 
has challenged the validity of the impugned termination 
order on the grounds that he was chargesheeted with a 
motive to victimize him, that the chargesheets are not made 
out under the services rules and that the charges are vague. 
He has farther assailed that the order of the appellate 
authority Is not a speaking order and that the punishment 
awarded to him Is proportionately excessive. He has urged 
that the termination order dated 25-5-2001 be declared as 
unjustified and Illegal and he be reinstated In the service 
with Its continuity and foil back-wages may be granted to 
him along with Interest @ 24 per cent per annum. 

3. Resisting the claim, the non-applicants in their 
written-counter have averred that the workman was an 
undisciplined employee and due to the misconducts 
committed by him during his service period the two 
chargesheets were served upon him by the bank and the 
charges have been found proved in a domestic enquiry 
conducted against him Independently. It has been farther 
stated that the workmen was Indulged In the activities 
which were beyond the scope of the fair trade union 
activities and being an employee of the bank he had no 
right to contact the outsiders pertaining to the functioning 
of the bank, who in order to tarnish the image of die officials 
had Indulged in unnecessary correspondence. It has been 
farther pointed out thet the appropriate action In respect 
of the conduct of NL Sharma was taken by the bank which 
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cannot be linked with the instant chargeiheets and on the 
complaint filed by the workman no action was taken against 
him by the bank authorities. They have stated that the P1L 
filed by the workman before the Hon’ble Rajasthan High 
Court has no concern with the present chargeiheets. 

4. Supporting the enquiry report the non-applicants 
have submitted that both the chargesheets were specific 
and distinct and on the basis of die evidence the charges 
have been found proved and, therefore, attributing 
allegations against bank authorities on behalf of workman's 
trade union activities is unfounded. It has been farther 
stated that the charges proved against the workman were 
such that it was not in the interest of the bank to continue 
the services of the employee, who committed acts of 
misconducts which were prejudicial to the interest of the 
bank. The non-applicants have also precisely narrated the 
misconducts ieveiied against the workman in their written- 
counter and have submitted that the workman's 
misconducts are of such a grave nature for which the 
termination of his service was oniy remedy and there was 
no other option left to the management. 

5. After hearing both the parties on the preliminary 
issue of the fairness of domestic enquiry, vide order dated 
30-8-2004 ofthis Court the enquiry conducted against him 
was found to be fair and proper. 

6. And now, this reference turned marathon case, 
which was bitterly contested between the parties comes 
up before me for its final adjudication. Both the parties 
advanced their oral arguments on the merits of the dispute 
before me at length and while responding at the stage of 
rejoinder, the Id. representative for the workman Sh. RC 
Jain sought to submit the written submissions on behalf of 
the workman. Both the parties, therefore, have also filed 
their written submissions before ip«- Both the parties have 
submitted a large number of rulings in support of their 
respective submission. 

7. i have bestowed my anxious thoughts to the rival 
contentions and have scanned the enquiry record. 1 have 
carefully gone through the judicial pronouncements 
referred to before me by both the parties. 

8. The factual background of this case sans 
unnecessary details is that the workman delinquent was 
chargesheeted on 3-3-2000 and a supplementary 
chargesheet was also served upon him on 4-8-2000. The 
charges drawn against the workman in the chargesheet 
dated 3-3-2000 are exhibited as below:— 

“Shri Dubey instigated Shri Shankar Singh, who was 
hired on daily wages as a labourer, to sign the muster roll of 
the branch assuring him that if he signs the muster roll 
atieast for 90 days he would then raise a dispute before die 
ALC and get him a permanent job in the Bank. Though Shri 
Shankar Singh was not willing to do this wrong act, Shri 
Dubey pressurized him and advised him to sign in different 
inks for 91 days on one day to give an impression that the 


muiter roll wu signed on different dates. Shri Shankar 
Singh followed his advice and did foe signature in red and 
blue Inks. 

Shri Dubey is not punctual In his attendance. He 
comes late habitually and leaves foe branch before foe 
office hours. He does not mark the time of coming and 
going in foe muster roll. He remains out of foe branch for 
Hours together and whenever inquired he Informs foet he 
Is the union leader and has to go out for various 
organizational work to attend the office of ALC, CBI and 
Court cases for which he is not required to take prior 
permission/leave. When advised to obtain permiiaion for 
coming late and leaving early as per foe rules of the bank, 
instead of responding positively he starts threatening the 
Officers in a very rude manner. 

He has used foe Bank’s name to take money from 
some of foe clients and has not repaid foe amount One 
Shri Rqjiv Bansai, Proprietor of M/s Jheel Overseas has 
complained that Shri dubey borrowed Rs. 15,000.from him 
in April, 1995 and had not repaid the same inspite of repeated 
requests/follow up. 

Mrs. Premlata Dubey, wife of Shri C.S. Dubey had 
availed CC (H) facility in foe account of M/s R an t han ib or e 
Soap Industries, where she is the prop rietress, from SDMH 
Branch for Rs. 60,000 vide Sanction Advice No: 186/96 
dated 29-1-96 in which Shri Dubey has famished, fils 
personal guarantee. The loan account has now become 
overdue and is NPA as on date. 

Shri Dubey has also famished personal guarantee in 
PRSC Loan Account of Shri Rqjesh Kumar Sharma for Rs. 
15,000/- from Ml. Rood Branch in March, 1994. This account 
has also become NPA. 

A Saving Bank Account No. 4421 was opened in the 
name of Nagrik Kalyan Sansthan (NKS) with M.I. Road 
Branch. The account was to be operated jointly with the 
President of the Sansthan. As per its Bye-Laws, Shri C.S. 
Dubey is the Secretary of the Sansthan for which no 
permission bad been obtained. On 18-3-94, one cheque 
No. 104591 dated 18-3-94 favouring NKS was issued by 
one of the customers of MI Road Branch M/s Jheel 
Overseas and an amount of Rs. 1001 was transferred to SB 
Account of the Sansthan on the same day. Thereafter, on 
14-7-94, an amount of Rs. 1,000 was withdrawn in cash by 
Shri C.S. Dubey as the cheque was in his favour. Thus, Shri 
Dubey used his position in the Bank since he was working 
in the Current Department to influence parties for getting 
funds for the Sansthan. On a complaint being received into 
the matter, Shri Dubey stopped operations in the account 
of the Sansthan and thereafter shifted the account to some 
other Bank and continues to get fund from Bank’s customers 
for this Sansthan. 

As Shri Dubey was habitually not submitting leave 
applications, Branch Manager on 21-12-98 requested him 
to submit the same and cooperate in effecting recovery of 
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the loan amount. Instead of complying with the instructions, 
he threatened in the following manner: 

"Your wait for 3*4 days, I will not keep you in this 
condition that you will be able to ask for my leave 
application and for recovery of the loan. Instead 
ensure that your hands/feet remain intact and also 
ensure safety of your family members", 

Shri Dubey had also staged a demonstration against 
Regional Management on 7-12-98 in front of Regional Office, 
Jaipur premises with the sole intention of defaming bank’s 
reputation and image. The demonstration which was 
arranged and organized by Shri Dubey created hindrance 
in the routine working of Regional Office from 3.00 to 
3.30 pm. During the demonstration slogans were heard 
which were shouted at the top of the voices which made it 
Impossible for the staff members to work, which were as 
under: 

“Ghote ghotalon ki janch ho Barasthachar band karo 
Management apni man-marzi band kare" 

. After the slogan shouting the demonstrators entered 
Regional Office and created a scene in the Office. Shri 
Dubey then released the news of this demonstration to the 
reporters of two leading local newspapers Dainik Navjyoti 
and Rajasthan Paritka who published the news in their 
newspaper on 8-12-98 with the sole intention of attacking 
the reputation of the Regional Management. Shri Debey 
has been frequently issuing circulars attacking Regional 
Management adversely and thus tarnishing the image of 
the Bank. 

Shri Dubey is informed that the aforesaid acts on his 
part constitute the following misconducts and he is charged 
of the same ;— 

“Gross Misconducts 

1. Indecent behaviour of the premises of the Bank. 

2 Wilful insubordination or disobedience of any lawful 
and reasonable order of the Management or of 
Superior. 

3. Doing acts prejudicial to the interest of the Bank. 
Minor Misconducts 

1. Breach of rule of business of the Bank or institution 
for running of any department. 

2 Committing nuisance on the premises of the Bank. 

3. Failure to show proper consideration/courtesy 
towards officers of the Bank. 

Shri Dubey is hereby called upon to show cause 
within 7 days of receipt here of as to why disciplinary 
action should not be taken against him for the above 
misconduct. In case no explanation is received within 
stipulated time, it will be presumed that he has nothing to 
say and the matter will be proceeded with for appropriate 
action as deemed fit.” 


9. The chargesheet dated 4-8-2000 reveals the charge 
against the delinquent as under 

"With further reference to charge-sheet memo no. 
CO: IRD: 1672 dated 3rd march, 2000, the following acts of 
omission and commission have besn reported against Shri 
C. S. Dubey, Clerk/Typist, Overseas branch. 

On, 10th June, 2000 Shri Dubey purchased a cheque 
for Rs, 5,000/- from Pathankot branch whils he was on LFC. 
On that day the balance in hla S.B. A/c. No. 90130 with M.I. 
Road branch, Jaipur was only Rs. 961.36. Shri Dubsy had 
given a false undertaking to the Branch Manager, Pathankot 
branch that he had sufficient balance in S, B. A/c. The said 
Instrument can be passed only after crediting salary advance 
of Rs. S,S00/-on 14th June 1999 to his S. B. A/c. The aforesaid 
acts of omission and commission on ths part of Shri Dubey 
constitute the following misconduct and he is hereby 
charged of the same: 

Gross Misconduct: 

1. Doing acts prejudicial to the interests of the Bank. 

Minor Misconduct: 

2 Breach of rule of business of the Bank. 

Shri Dubey is informed that an inquiry into the 
aforesaid charges levelled against him will be held by shri 
R. Venkatramalah, Manager (P),; Nodal Regional Office 
New Delhi alongwith the Inquiry into the charges levelled 
against him in terms of memo no. CO; IRD; 1672 dated 
3rd March, 2000. The Date, time and place of the inquiry 
will be intimated to Shri Dubey directly by the Enquiry 
Officer within 7 days of receipt hereof by him.' 1 ’ 

10. On conducting the enquiry, the Enquiry Officer 
vide his report dated 3-5-2001 has arrived at a conclusion 
that charge no. 5 was found as not proved, whereas charge 
no. 3 was partly established and all the remaining charges 
were found to be proved. Vide punishment order dated 
25-5-2001 the services of the workman were dismissed by 
the Disciplinary Authority. The workman also preferred an 
appeal before the appellate authority, which was rejected 
by his order dated 8-10-2001. 

11. Now, I proceed to examine the objections, 
assailing the validity of the termination order, raised by the 
workman as below:— 

Objection No. I 

12. The workman has advanced two-fold contention 
under this point, firstly that vide his application dated 
13-3-2000 (DEX-3), he had requested to provide him the 
documents to defend his case, which were not furnished 
to him and he could not defend his case. He has also stated 
that by DEX-4 dated 30-3-2000 he was denied to give the 
material documents which was also prejudiced his case. 
The second limb of the contention is that the charges 
levelled against him in both the chargesheets are 
completely vague and unclear and illustrating them he has 
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further stated that under charge no. I no dart has been 
mentioned, that charge no. 2 does not contain the dates of 
his absence, that under charge no. 3 there is no mention of 
the customers name from whom he had borrowed the money 
and that it does not show as to when Rajeev Bansal had 
complained against him. He has further stated that under 
charge no. 4 it has not been pointed out that on furnishing 
the grantee by him which specific rules have been violated 
by him, that under charge no. 6 it has not been disclosed as 
to which persons were pressurized by him to contribute for 
the Nagrik Kalyan Sansthan and charge no. 7 does not 
contain the details of the leave period for which he had not 
applied. It has also been stated that charge no. 8 is also 
unclear and vague which does not indicate as to which 
letters and when they were issued by the workman 
tarnishing the image of the bank. Lastly, validity of the 
supplementary chargesheet dated 4-8-2000 has also been 
challenged on this count that the charge does not contain 
as to which rules/regulations were violated by the workman. 

13. Countering these submissions, the non- 
applicants have contended in their written submission that 
the charges are clear which were read over to the workman 
during the enquiry proceedings, who admitted that he had 
understood the charges and he had also cross-examined 
the management witnesses on this point. They have further 
stated that the delinquent had submitted his explanation 
to the charges imputed against him before the enquiry 
officer and had not raised this plea .and had submitted this 
written brief before the disciplinary authority whereas, too, 
this objection was not raised. They have also indicated 
that the issue of furnishing the doucuments has already 
been decided by this court earlier. In the rejoinder, the 
workman has contended that simply on account of cross- 
examining the witnesses it cannot be considered that the 
charge are definite and clear. 

14. To begin with, it maybe precisely observed here 
that the workman has reagitated the issue of non-supply 
of the material documents to him during the course of the 
enquiry alleging that it has prejudiced his case. This 
objection had already been raised by him and argued at 
length during the hearing on the preliminary issue of fairness 
of enquiry and on a though Examination of the facts it was 
decided against him by this court vide order dated 
30-8-2004. It is also noteworthy that the workman had filed 
a review petition (petition for recalling the order), which 
was dismissed by the order of this Court dated 19-11 -2004. 
As such, the order dated 30-8-2004 has attained its finality 
and no reason could be assigned on behalf of the workman 
to revisit this objection here. 

15. Pondering over the question of the vagueness 
of charges, it revealed on going through the enquiry 
proceedings that at the commencement of the enquiry the 
delinquent was asked by the Enuiry Officer whether he 
had read and understood the contents of the charges, who 
responded ‘‘I have gone through the contents and 


understood the same”. Add to it, the delinquent has cross- 
examined the management witnesses at length to defend 
his case and the defence representative had also submitted 
the defence brief before the Enquiry Officer, which is 
available at page 271, wherein no such plea was 
incorporated by him. He had also submitted his written 
brief in detail to the show-cause notice for proposed 
punishment before the disciplinary authority on 21 -5-2000 
which is available at page 287 and no such ground was 
adopted by him therein too. He has in detail rendered his 
explanation to the charges. 

16. On a peep at the charge, Charge No. I is 
manifestly clear in itself. Chage No. 2 says that the 
delinquent was a habitual late comer which shows his 
tendency to attend the office late and it was not at all 
necessary to spell out the dates in which he came late in 
the office, since it could not be feasible. Charge No. 3 
contains the necessary details as the total number of 
currency notes which were brorrowed by the workman and 
it categorically suggests the lender’s name. Similar is the 
position with Charge No. 4. With regard to Charge No. 6 
the name of organisation, the relevant account number, the 
cheque number, the amount and the date of withdrawal of 
money by the delinquent are incorporated therein. Charge 
No. 7 also displays the contents of threatening along with 
its date uttered by the delinquent to the Branch Manager. 
Charge No. 8 does include the necessary details of the 
incident. I do not find the lack of the particulars in Charge 
No. 9, which could have termed it as vague and unclear On 
a close scrutiny of die charges, is difficult to be persuaded 
by the submission made on behalf of the workman that 
they do not contain the necessary particulars and are 
vague, which is not fortified from the record. Even in 1975 
(1) LLJ SC 293, relied upon by the workman, the Hon’ble 
Apex Court has enunciated the principle that a person 
should be told clearly and definitely what the allegations 
are on which the charges preferred against him are founded. 
It is apparent from the aforestated narration that the 
contents of the charges were explained and clarified to the 
workman and this requirement has been fulfilled during the 
course of the enquiry proceedings by the Enquriy Officer. 
Thus, the principle laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Court 
in this decision has been observed by the Enquiry Officer. 

17. For convenience sake it is to be pointed out that 
during the course of submission of their written briefs both 
the parties were required to submit the list of citation along 
with their written submissions to enable each other to know 
their legal view point and also to assist the court for going 
through the relevant decisions. After submitting the written 
submissions, both the parties have submitted the set of 
copies of the decisions in accordance with their lists 
respectively. In order to tally the citations figuring in the 
list with the set of the rulings placed by the workman, on a 
careful scrutiny 1 find that some of the citations indicated 
in the list on the relevant points by the workman are not 
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available with the set of the decisions, whereas some 
decisions other than those indicated in the list have been 
annexed with the set of the rulings, which will find mention 
under the relevant points. 

18. The following decisions are available on the set 
of rulings which have no relevancy with the objection under 
consideration 

“ 1986 (53) ELR SC 172,2004 (I) LU Kar 36,1992 (11) 
LU Bom 686,1992 (I) LU Kar226,1982 (2) LU SC 799,1995 
(20) LU SC 625,1989 SCC (L& S)SC 664,2000 (3) WLC Raj 
529,2002 (4) SCT J& K 714,2001 (I) LU SC 129,2001 (2) 
SCTRaj 1165,2000 (85) FLR Allahabad 345 and 1996(1) 
LU Bom 332.” 

19. Following are the judicial pronouncements 
referred to an behalf of the workman exterior to the list 
Annexure2:— 

“2005 (III) LLJ Bom 971,2005 Lab 1C Cal 343,2005 
(III) LU Bom489,1984 (49) FLR SC 119”. 

20. I have carefully gone through these decisions 
and find that their facts are not applicable to the present 
controversy having distinguishable features. 

21. In contrast, the Ld. representative for the bank 
has invited my attention towards various decisions on the 
point. In 1997 II LLJ 528, it has been held that when a 
worker gave an elaborate reply then he could not later on 
say that the charge was vague. In 2003 (96) FLR 1010, it has 
been observed that when the date and time of alleged 
forgery was not furished to the employee and the charge 
was of serious nature then merely such an irregularity would 
not invalidate the proceedings. In LLJ (I) 1957 SC (Burn 
and Co. Ltd. V. Their employees), the Hon’ble Supreme 
Court has even held that it is true that no chargesheet was 
formerly drawn up against the employee, but that could 
not vitiate the dismissal order, if he knew what the charge 
was against him and had an opportunity of giving his 
explanation. Similar view has also been propounded in 2004 
(101) FLR 509. To sum up, the delinquent was informed 
clearly, precisely and accurately the charges levelled against 
him and the charges conveyed to him the exact nature of 
the misconduct. The decisions add assistance to the 
contention canvassed on behalf of the bank on account of 
the aforestated factual and legal position, the submission 
set forth on behalf of the workman cannot be maintained 
and is repelled accordingly. 

Objection No. II 

22. It has been contended on behalf of the workman 
that he was punished for the misconduct under Clause 

19.5 (J), but it is not clear from the chargesheet as to which 
allegation related to the particular misconduct under Clause 

19.5 (J). It has been further contended that a misconduct 
which has been considered by the disciplinary authority 
for punishment, no other misconduct can be considered 
by the Court for his punishment and since the workman 
was punished for the misconduct under Clause 19.5 (J) and 


for the remaining misconducts he was punished other than 
the termination, therefore, it is necessary to ascertain as to 
whether the enquiry conducted for the allegation related 
to the misconduct 19.5 (J) is justified or not. The workman 
has further stated that first it has to be ascertained as to 
which allegation out of 9 allegtions is related to the 
misconduct under Claue 19.5 (J) and has further asserted 
that no allegation revealed against him falls under Clause 

19.5 (J). The workman has placed his reliance on the 
decisions shown in Annexure II. The workman has also 
pointed out that he was also punished under Clause 19.5 
(C), 19.5 (E). I9.5(CD), 19.5 (CE) and 19.5 (CJ), which is 
againsj the provision under 19.9 of the BPS. 

23. Opposing this contention, the Ld. representative 
for the bank has strenuously pointed out each charge 
falling under the relevant misconduct. He has further 
stressed upon that the workman has for the first time raised 
an objection with regard to Clause 19.9 and that the workman 
was not punished twice under any misconduct. 

24. in the rejoinder, the workman has mentioned that 
the non-applicants have admitted in the written submission 
that several charges are covered by several misconducts 
and the punishment was awarded to the workman twice for 
the same charge. The workman has reiteratred that no 
charge is covered under Clause 19.5, whereas he has been 
punished for the gross-misconduct under I9.5(J). Both the 
parties have exhibited in their respective charts as to which 
particulars charge is covered by which particular 
misconduct. According to the chart Annexure 1 place by 
the workman, it has been demonstrated that charge no. 1 is 
convered by the misconduct under 19.5(1), charge no. 2 
under 19(7)(b), charge no. 3 under I9(7)(l), charge no. 6 
under I9(7)(g), charge no. 7 under I9(7)(J), charge no. 8 
under 19(7)(h) or (e) and, charge no. 9 is covered under 
I9(7)(d). According to the workman’s submissions, charge 
no. 4 is not covered by any misconduct as per the BPS. 

25. 1 have carefully gone through the relevant 
provisons of the BPS in this regard and on a meticulous 
examination of the contents of the allegations, it is difficult 
to accept that they are covered by the specific provisions 
of the misconduct as shown in the chart Annexure I on 
behalf of the delinquent. In the chargesheet dated 3-3-2000 
it has been categorically pointed out that the allegations 
drawn up against the workman are covered by the gross- 
misconduct of indecent behaviour on the premises of the 
bank, willful insubordination and doing acts prejudicial to 
the interest of the bank, as well as the allegations are also 
covered by the minor misconducts for breach of rule,of 
business, committing nuisance on the bank premises and 
failure to show proper courtesy towards bank officers. I 
find considerable substance in the submission of the Ld. 
representative for the bank when he contends that charge 
no. I is covered by the misconduct under clause 19.5(J), 
charge no. 2 under 19.5(e), 19.5(J) and 19.7(d), charge no. 3 
under 19.5 and 19.7(d), charge no. 4 under clause 19 5 and 




[MPTII-T^ 3(ii)] 


Wft Wm : -q$ 27, 2006M*3 6, 1928 


4685 


19.7(d), charge no. 6 under 19.5(J)and 19.7(d), charge no. 7 
under 19.7, charge no. 8 under 19.5©, 19.65(j)and 19.7(e) 
and charge no. 9 under 19.5(J)& 19.7(d). 

26. So far as the application of the clause 19 (9) of 
the BPS is concerned, though a single charge may be 
covered under two distinct misconducts, gross as well as 
minor, yet in the present controversy the workman was not 
made to suffer the two punishments for the same charge as 
is evident from the order of the disciplinary authority dated 
25-5-2001, wherein he has specifically stated that since the 
penalty of dismissal from service of the bank is imposed on 
the delinquent, the other penalties become infructuous. 
Add to it, this objection was not raised by the workman 
before the disciplinary authority, nor before the appellate 
authority and the Hon’ble Rajasthan High Court has 
observed in 2003 <3) CDR 2330 than an objection which 
could not be raised before the appellate authority, cannot 
be agitated before the Tribunal for the first time. In view of 
this judicial vefdict, too, this submission becomes 
untenable. 

27. It is also notable that the enquiry officer has 
concluded the enquiry at page 331 of the enquiry record 
wherein drawing the conclusion against the delinquent for 
committing the misconduct of demonstration and solgan 
shouting before the regional office, his indulgence into the 
union activities during the office hours, the willful 
insubordination and lawful orders of the management, etc. 
are considered on his part to have been indulged in doing 
acts prejudicially in the interest of the bank. It is further 
noticeable that in the initial enquiry the proposed 
punishment for dismissal was attributed to his misconduct 
under clause 19.5 (j) and under the same clause the 
punishment of termination has been imposed upon him. 

28. The workman has relied upon 1985 (2) LLJ Guj 
296 and the decision dated 22-10-1990 delivered in Writ 
Petition No. 965/1980 in the matter of Gajendra Singh vs. 
Judge, labour Court and Ors. But the latter decision is not 
available with the set of the ruling. However, a photocopy 
of the decision dated 18-7-2005 delivered by the Hon’ble 
SB, Rajasthan High Court, Jaipur Bench, in die SB Civil 
Writ Petition no. 1413/05 in. the matter of PNB vs. PNB 
Employees Union and Anr is annexed with the set of the 
rulings, which I have carefully gone through. In this case, 
management could not be able to establish that the workman 
had committed an act prejudicial to the interest of the bank 
and, therefore, he was exonerated of the charge levelled 
against him. But the facts of this case are not similar to the 
present controversy. On a careful perusal of decision 
reported in 1985 (2) LLJ Guj 296 is also not applicable to 
this case. 

29. In the rejoinder, the workman has quoted the 
observations of the cases 2005 (111) LLJ Bombay 989 and 
1984 (49) FLRSC 119. In 2005 (111) LLJ Bombay 989, the 
facts which emerge do not match the facts of the present 
conroversy. 1984 (49) FLR 119 deals with the application of 


Rules 4 and 5 of the Conduct, disciplines and Appeal Rules, 
1975. The facts of all these three cases on their perusal are 
found to be dissimilar with the present controversy and 
the workman does not derive any help from them. The 
decision reported in 1992 (1) LLJ 226 has no parallel facts 
with the present controversy and is not applicable to it. 

30. Contrary to it, on behalf of the bank the decision 
reported in 1989 (II) SCC177 has been relied upon wherein 
the Hon’ble Apex Court has observed that if the order of 
punishing authority can be supported on any finding as to 
substantial misdemeanor for which the punishment can be 
imposed, it is not for the Court to consider whether the 
charge proved alone would have weighted with the 
authority in imposing the punishment. If further says that 
the Court concerned has to decide whether the punishment 
imposed provides it justified by the rules, if it is appropriate 
having regard to the misdemeanor established. The 
submission set forth on behalf of the bank finds strength 
with this observation. The another decision which also 
supports the submission is 1965 (i) LLJ Madras 88. 

31. In this backdrop, the workman’s contention is 
found to be bereft of the merit which must fail and is repelled 
accordingly. 

OBJECTION NO. HI 

32. The workman has submitted that one NL sharma, 
the Branch Manager hgs misused his official position, 
against whom he had complained and a memo was served 
upon him by the bank, who was subsequently punished. 
He has further stated that he also preferred a PIL in this 
matter and ultimately the bank had to punish him with the 
stoppage of one annual increment, whereas the workman 
having a length of 18 years’ service has been terminated, 
which proves his victimization by the bank authorities. He 
has also imputed that the bank authorities being displeased 
over his trade union activities have initiated the disciplinary 
proceedings against him and the chargesheet has been 
issued to him on the basis of complaint dated 23-9-1998 
filed by NL Sharma. 

33. His next submission is that the allegations 
levelled against him are between the period from 1994 to 
1998 and the Branch Managers under whose supervision 
he has worked during this period never complained against 
him. He has alleged that the letter dated 23-9-1998 is a 
fabricated document. He has also stated that he instituted 
a suit against NL sharma before the Court of Additional 
Civil Judicial Magistrate, Jaipur City which is still pending 
and has also filed a PlL before the Rajasthan High Court- 
Hence, the bank authorities in order to victimize him had 
initiated the disciplinary proceedings against him. 

34. In the response, disputing the victimization by 
the bank authorities, the non-applicants have stated that 
NL Sharma neither issued the chargesheet to the 
delinquent, nor he probed the matter, nor he had been the 
disciplinary authority to the workman. It has been further 
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contended that an independent enquiry was conducted 
on issuance of the chargesheets against the workman and 
after finding the charges proved against the workman, the 
punishment was imposed which he cannot term as his 
victimization. The non-applicants have further denied that 
no chargesheet was issued on the basis of the letter DEX- 
18, nor he was punished on account of his involvement in 
his trade union activities. 

35. In the rejoinder, the workman has reiterated his 
plea as stated by him in his written submission on this 
count. 

36. The workman has referred to a few documents, 
e.g. DEX-18 to 20 in relation to the complaint filed against 
NL Sharma, the PIL and other factors to show that on 
account of lodging the complaint against NL Sharma and 
due to his involvement in the trade union activities he was 
victimized by the bank authorities. He has also contended 
inter alia that the letter dated 23-9-98 written by NL Sharma 
was fabricated later on, but in my considered opinion, it is 
a subject matter of discussion of evidence while 
considering the relevant charge. In substance, the 
workman’s plea is that lodging the complaints by him 
against NL Sharma, Branch Manager and his involvement 
in the trade union activities were the sole cause of initiation 
of disciplinary proceedings against him. 

37. The workman has referred to the decision reported 
in 2005 Lab 1C 343 by quoting the passages in his rejoinder, 
but on going through decision 1 find that the facts of the 
referred to decision do no resemble with the present 
controversy. He has also referred the following citations 
on this point in the list Annexure II: 2001(1) SCT 933; 2000 
(3) SCJ J&K 400; 2001 (4) SCT P&H 886 and 1996 (4) SCT 
SC 624, 

38. Thereafter the workman has also relied upon the 
following decisions exhibited by him in his rejoinder which 
are amongst the rulings referred to on different points in 
the annexure 11: AIR 1976SC 2424; 1993 (2) LU 549; 2001 
(I) SCT SC 933; 2000 (4) SCT 832; 1996 (4) SCT SC :624; 
2000(1) SCT P&H 1038; 1992(1) LLJ 226; 2001 (])LU SC 
129; 1998 (2) LU 799; 1995 (2) LLJ SC 625; 2000 (3)WLC 
Raj. 529; 1989 SCC (!,&S) SC 664 and 2000; (85) FLR 
Allahabad 345. 2000 (I) LLJ Orissa 262 is beyond the list 
and is available with the set of rulings. All these judicial 
pronouncements, I have carefully gone through, suffice it 
to state that the facts mentioned therein do not correspond 
to the present controversy. 

39. On the other hand, the Id. representative for the 
bank has placed his reliance upon 1963 (I) LLJ SC 251, 
herein the Hon’ble Constitutional Bench has observed as 
below; 

“The fact that the relations between an employer 
and the union were not happy and the workmen concerned 
were office-bearers of active workers of the union would 
by itself be no evidence to prove victimization, for if that 


were so, it would mean that the office bearers and active 
workers of a union with which the employer is not on good 
terms would have a carte blanche to commit any misconduct 
and get a way with it on the ground that relations between 
the employer and the union were not happy. We are 
therefore of opinion that the finding of the victimization in 
this case is based merely on conjectures and surmises.” 

40. Other judgments relied upon by the Id. 
representative for the non-applicants are 1970 (2) 
LU Mysore 617 and 1960 (2) LU Calcutta 179, which 
are in conformity with the views expressed by the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court supra. Therefore, the 
principle enunciated in these verdicts clearly 
mandates that each individual case has to be judged 
on the materials available on the record and it is the 
merit of the case whicl matters more rather than the 
factum of victimization. If the misconduct alleged 
against the workman i; found to be proved, he has 
to be punished accordit ,!y, otherwise he is entitled 
to be exonerated of the c barges levelled against him. 
As such, in this case the charges are to be considered 
on the evidence gathered on the enquiry record and 
it is revealed from the perusal of the enquiry record 
that the management has adduced the oral as well as 
documentary evidence to substantiate the charges 
against the delinquent and no fact has surfaced on 
the record which may lead to infer that the workman 
was subjected to victimization simply on account of 
his lodging the complaint against NL Sharma, the 
Branch Manager and for his involvement in the union 
activities. As such, the plea of victimization set forth 
on behalf of the workman is not sustainable, which 
is negatived accordingly. 

OBJECTION NO. IV 

41. The workman has contended in his written 
submission that his performance between the period 1994 
to 1998 was satisfactory and the Branch Managers under 
whose subordination he had worked, never complained 
about his conduct, that the letter dated 23-9-98 written by 
NL Sharma is forged, that the findings given by the Enquiry 
Officer are based on surmises and are completely perverse. 
He has further stated that the Enquiry Officer even without 
any evidence has found the charge proved against,him 
and on the basis of such findings the Delinquent cannot 
be punished. He has alleged that the chargesheet is 
delayed. 

42. His next contention is that on such complaint no 
action was taken against the office bearers/employees of 
other unions and, therefore, the action of management 
against the workman is biased. Citing the examples he has 
stated that no action was taken against SP Rathi, President, 
Union Bank Employees Association, who had collected 
the money from the customers of the bank, against Atul 
Sharma who committed the irregularities in relation to the 
purchase of cheques and against Bhagwan Sahay Meena 
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for his misconducts. He has further alleged that even after 
finding the misconduct proved against NL Sharma and 
despite the feet that the Court had taken cognizance against 
him, he was only punished with the stoppage of one 
increment. He has reiterated that the charges levelled against 
him are false, baseless and vague. 

43. Per contra, the Id. representative for the bank has 
contended that the issue of delay was not raised before 
the disciplinary authority and appellate authority by the 
workman, which has been for the first time raised before it 
and, therefore, it cannot be sustained. The Id. representative 
has also contended that simply on account of delay, the 
workman cannot b£ exonerated of the charges which have 
been proved against him and the Id. representative has 
relied upon 2003 (3) CDR 2330. His next submission is that 
all the allegation except no. 5 have been found to be proved 
on the basis of the evidence and the Enquiry Officer has 
noted his conclusions after an analysis of the evidence. 
He has also contended that the charges in the domestic 
enquiry are not required to be proved beyond the reasonable 
doubt like in the criminal cases. The Id. representative has 
referred to a catena of decisions on this point. 

44. In the rejoinder, the woikman has reiterated that 
the findings given by the Enquiry Officer are perverse, that 
there is no evidence available on the record to prove the 
charges and the decisions referred to by the non-applicants 
that the Tribunal has got no power to reappraise the 
evidence are not applicable to the present controversy, 
whereas die Hon’ble Apex Court and die Hon’ble Rajasthan 
High Court has decided that the Tribunal has the power to 
decide as to whether the charges levelled against the 
workman are proved on the basis of the evidence or not. 
The Id. representative for the workman has also referred to 
the decisions on this point. 

45. The workman then has submitted that the Enquiry 
Officer had not considered the submissions advanced on 
his behalf and the appellate authority has not even 
considered the contentions raised by him and referred to 
the decisions on this point. Lastly, the workman has 
contended that even if it is assumed that the charge levelled 
against the workman is found to be provefo then on the 
basis of such misconduct punishment of dismissal cannot 
be awarded to him. 

46. The Id. representative for foe bank has invited 
my attention towards the following decisions in support of 
his submissions. In (2000) (I) SCC 416, the Hon’ble Apex 
Court has observed that the disciplinary authority is the 
sole judge of facts if the enquiry has been properly 
conducted. If there is some legal evidence on which 
findings can be based then adequacy or even reliability of 
that evidence is not a matter to be canvassed before the 
High Court. In 1999(83)FLR373, it has been observed that 
if there is some evidence to reasonably support the 
conclusion of the enquiring authority, it is not the function 
of the Court to review the evidence and to arrive at its own 


independent finding. The enquiring authority, is the sole 
judge of the fact so long as there is some legal evidence to 
substantiate the finding. In AIR 1991 SC 207, the Hon’ble 
Apex Court has held that the High Court is not entitled to 
reappraise the evidence, which fell into an error or in doing 
just that under the guise of examining the evidence tp 
ascertain if the delinquent was prejudiced on account of 
the failure of the department to provide him with the 
notebooks. In JT 2005 (1) SC 116, the Hon’ble Supreme 
Court has said that the standard of proof in domestic 
enquiry is not that of a criminal trial but is based on 
preponderance of probabilities. In 1977 (35) FLR SC 11, the 
Hon’ble Apex Court has reiterated the view that the High 
Court cannot reappreciate the evidence, but it would 
however be justified in setting aside; the finding if it is 
based on no evidence. In 1995 (6) SCC 750, the Hon’ble 
Court mandates that the Tribunal cannot interfere with 
findings on facts based on evidence and substitute its 
own independent finding. Similar views have been 
expressed in consonance of the aforestated views in 2004 
(m)LLJ 1053 and FLR 2001 (88) 244. In (2003) 3 SCC j 83, 
the Hon’ble Court has reiterated the view that in 
departmental enquiries preponderance of probabilities and 
some materials on record are necessary to arrive at the 
conclusion about the guilt of the delinquent and the 
technical rules of evidence are not applicable. 

47. The Id. representative forthe workman has placed 
his reliance upon the following decisions on this point: 

(i) In 1964 (1) LLJ SC 38, it was held that High Court 
could quash the impugned order in such cases where it is 
shown that the conclusions raised by foe Government in 
regard to the misconduct of the delinquent are not 
supported by any evidence at all. 

(ii) InAIR 1984 SC 1805, the Hon’ble Apex Court has 
held that if the finding is based on no evidence then it can 
be rejected as perverse. 

(iii) In 2001 (II) LLJ SC 1249, it was expressed; by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court that the findings recorded by the 
Enquiry Officer were'totally vitiated for want of any legal 
acceptable evidence. 

(iv) In 2002 (III) LLJ 848, it was decided by the Apex 
Court that when the evidence is neither relevant nor 
establishes the nexus between the alleged misconduct and 
delinquent it would be case of no evidence. 

(v) In AIR 1978 SC 1277, the Hon’ble Apex Court has 
ruled that the disciplinary proceedings are of a quasi judicial 
character and the minimum requirement of the rules of natural 
justice is that the Tribunal should arrive at its decision on 
the basis of some evidence with some degree of 
definiteness which points to the guilt. 

(vi) In 2001 (2) SCT Calcutta 177, the Hon’ble Court 
has held that if after going through the materials the writ 
court finds that on the basis of material no reasonable 
prudent man can come to the conclusion that charges nave 
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been proved in such cases, writ court will not hesitate to 
examine arch evidence and will interfere with the enquiry 
proceedings. 

48. The principle enunciated by the Hon’ble Courts 
on the point is that there should be evidence adduced at 
the domestic enquiry in support of the accusation and 
where the findings of the misconduct are based on no legal 
evidence and the conclusion is one to which no reasonable 
man could come, the findings can be rejected as perverse. 
Adding to it, where the findings recorded are the ipse-dixit 
of Enquiry Officer or are based on conjectures and surmises, 
the evidence suffers from additional infirmity of non 
application of mind and stands vitiated. Without further 
much ado, the Hon’ble Courts have also expressed that 
the Tribunal cannot reappreciate the evidence and it would 
be justified in setting aside the finding if it is based on no 
evidence. It is thus fairly settled lawthatthe Tribunal would 
not sit over the enquiry as the appellate court and cannot 
review the evidence and arrive at its own independent 
finding. The standard of proof in domestic enquiry is not 
that of a criminal trial, but is based on preponderance of 
probabilities. The submission canvassed on behalf of the 
workman that the Tribunal can reappraise the evidence 
cannot be maintained since no such views have been 
expressed by the Hon’ble courts in the judicial 
pronouncements referred to on behalf of the workman as 
indicated supra. 

49. It is in the light of these principles propounded 
by the Hon’ble Apex Court that 1 proceed further to examine 
the charges drawn up against the delinquent ad seriutum. 

Charge No. 1 

50. The workman has contended in his written 
submissions that the letter Ex. MEX-2 dated 23-9-98 is a 
forged one on the grounds that on 13-9-98 on which date it 
is alleged that the workman instigated Shankar Singh to 
sign on the muster roll, it was Sunday and to state on 
behalf of the bank that the works of cleaning and painting 
were going on, is not supported by any certificate issued 
by the bank nor the evidence has been produced on the 
record that on that date the wages were paid to the daily 
wagers. His next submission is that Shankar Singh was 
employed 0 as motor car driver by N.L. Sharma who was 
under his influence and the workman was not even known 
to him, that neither Shankar Singh was the member of the 
union of which the workman was an office bearer and why 
the workman would give the assurance to the employee for 
his confirmation who was engaged by N.L. Sharma. He has 
also contended that the departmental head was N.L. Sharma 
and it was his responsibility to sign the muster roll from 
14.9.98 to22.9.98.when it is-allegedthaton 13.9.98 Shankar 
Singh had signed the muster roll. It has also been 
contended that it has been stated that the attendance 
register was in the possession of Sh. K.L. Pamami, who 
was an important witness and who has not been produced 
in the witness box. The workman has relied upon AIR 1999 


SC 677: and 2000 SCC (L&S) 85. It has also been submitted 
that the testimony of NL Sharma is contradictory and the 
letter dated 23.9.98 is forged one. The workman then has 
assailed the conclusion drawn by the Enquiry Officer to be 
against the common prudence. 

51. Countering these submissions, the Id. 
representative for the bank has placed his reliance on the 
statement of M W-l NL Sharma, M W-3 PK Vaid and M W-7 
Shankar Singh as well as the documents from Ex. M-2 to 
M-5 and has supported the findings recorded by the 
Enquiry Officer. 

52. Ex. M-2 is the complaint dated 30.9.98 addressed 
by MW-1 NL Sharma to the Assistant General Manager 
wherein with regard to the first misconduct the witness 
has stated that a personal driver was engaged by the 
previous Branch Manager who was not performing his 
duties well, who was removed and he has hired another 
driver Shankar Singh. After a few days he found that. 
Shankar Singh is also not capable of maintaining the bank’s 
car properly, who was removed by him, but since the branch 
painting work was in progress, Shankar Singh was hired 
by him on daily wages who was working in the branch as a 
labourer. It further says that in the meanwhile Sh. C.S. 
Dubey instigated Shankar Singh and persuaded him to put 
his signatures on the muster roll of the branch by stating 
that if he signs the muster roll at least for 90 days he will 
bring the case in the Court and will get permanent job for 
him. It further alleges that on his persuasion Shankar Singh 
managed to get the muster roll out of the drawer of the 
Special Assistant K.L. Pamami on 13 .9.98 when finishing 
work in the branch was going on. It goes on to say that 
when this trick came to the notice of K.L. Pamami, he 
brought it into his notice on 23.9.98 and he tracked down 
Shankar Singh who gave his written statement supporting 
the above incident. 

53. MW-I N.L. Sharma has proved the Complaint Ex. 
M-2 and MW-7 Shankar Singh has proved the letter Ex. M- 
3. MW-3 Sh. P.K. Vaid, Accountant has proved the letter 
Ex. M-4 written by Shankar Singh. MW-7 Shankar Singh 
has also proved Ex. M-3 letter and has clearly stated that 
the statement was made by him to the Branch Manager 
which is in his handwriting and signed by him. He has also 
affirmed that he had signed the muster roll Ex. M-5 and to a 
question put to him by the disciplinary authority as to 
under whose advise he had signed the muster roll, he had 
clearly stated that when he was driving the vehicle 
Sh. Dubey told him to sign the muster roll. 

54. The Enquiry Officer after considering the case of 
both the sides has arrived at a conclusion that the evidence 
of MW-1 N.L. Sharma and MW-3 PK Vaid is direct evidence 
and with the assistance of the documentary evidence Ex. 
M-2 to M-5, hetias come to a conclusion that the allegation 
is proved against the workman.. The Enquiry Officer has 
given the detailed reasons for recording his finding. It has 
been contended on behalf of the workman that K.L. Pamami 
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was an important witness whp was not examined by the 
management and, therefore, the management story cannot 
be relied upon. But when there are several witnesses then 
it is entirely the discretion of the management to examine 
the material witnesses according to its own discretion and 
it cannot be presumed that the material witness was, 
deliberately withheld by the management. In the present 
controversy the material witnesses have been examined 
and the documentary evidence has been adduced by the 
management during the course of the enquiry which 
establishes the nexus between the evidence on record and 
the misconduct of the delinquent. The rulings referred to 
by the workman on this point are of no avail to him. 

55. Then the workman has pointed out certain 
discrepancies in the testimony of the management 
witnesses and has argued to disbelieve their evidence on 
this count. t \ have carefully gone through the relevant 
testimony on this point and in my considered opinion these 
are the minor discrepancies'which have cropped out in the 
testimony of the management witnesses which are but 
natural. In 2002 (8) SCC 381, the Hon’ble Apex Court has 
observed that normal discrepancies do not affect the 
credibility of the case and only the material discrepancies 
affects it. Therefore, on account of the minor contradictions 
the whole testimony of the management witnesses cannot 
be discarded and the plea set forth by the workman on this 
count cannot be maintained. 

56. Much emphasis has been laid down on behalf of 
the workman on the point that Shankar Singh was employed 
by NL Sharipa, who was under his influence, then why the 
workman wbuId given assurance to him to make him 
permanent in service. It has also been contended that how 
the workman was interested in him. 

57. On a glance at Ex. M-2 this contention finds its 
befitting answer. The letter clearly indicates that Shankar 
Singh was employed by NL Sharma but on account of his 
poor performance he was disengaged and since the painting 
work was in progress he was hired on daily wages who was 
working as a daily wager. This incident clearly shows that 
on account of his disengagement, it promoted the delinquent 
to instigate him and persuade him to make his signatures on 
the muster roll for making him permanent in the service and 
or attaining it even to institute the case before the Court to 
achieve the same. The workman has repeatedly contended 
that he had filed the complaints against NL Sharma and it is 
reflected from the facts supra that the delinquent also 
attempted to avail this opportunity to instigate Shankar 
Singh to affix his signatures on the muster roll in order to 
entice him to raise the dispute before the Court and to drag 
the branch into court resulting into the harassment of the 
Branch Manager NL Sharma and to vex him. 

58. The controversy revolves around the letter Ex. 
M-2 and the workman has repeated ly aljeged that it is false 
and concocted and that NL Sharma was inimical towards 
him. 


59. On delving deep into the matter, the letter appears 
to be a truthful version of alleged incident in the background 
of the aforestated facts and is reflecting the sequence Of 
the events in the true sense and portraits the manner in 
which the incident took place in reality and it further echoes 
the role played by the delinquent in instigating and enticing 
an innocent labourer to affix his signatures falsely, which 
laid to slapping the charge against the delinquent. There is 
no truth to the allegation imputed by the workman and has 
been represented falsely. As such, the submission put forth 
on behalf of the workman that the letter Ex. M-2 fabricated 
and the testimony of the management witnesses is not 
reliable, is not fortified from the record. The disciplinary 
authority has properly and accurately-drawn the conclusion 
of guilt against the delinquent on this point. 

60. On behalf of the workman the following decisions 
have been referred to on charge No. I in the list annexure II 
which are not available with the set of the rulings: 2001 Lab 
IC 2367; AIR 1999 SC 667; 2000 SCC(L&S) 85 and AIR 1964 
SC 364. 

Charge No. 2 

61. It relates to the non punctuality of the delinquent 
in the office. On behalf of the workman, it has been assailed 
that this charge is baseless and has only been imputed on 
the statement of NL Sharma which is contrary to the record. 
The attendance register Ex! M-5 bears the name of the 
delinquent at serial no. 12 and opposite to it there is no 
mention of absence or leave, nor there is any marking 
suggesting that he is a late comer. Referring to the staff 
circulars dated 29-11-1961, 1-7-1972 and 24.7.1982, the 
workman has further contended that they have not been 
followed by the bank and if he absented himself from the 
official duty then it was mandatory to take action against 
him, in the absence thereof it is proved that NL Sharma has 
levelled the baseless charge against him. Further, it has 
been asserted that to corroborate the testimony of 
NL Sharma no official/officer of the bank has been examined 
and the finding is entirely perverse. On behalf of the bank, 
the contention has been sought to be refuted by submitting 
that during the course of the enquiry the letter Ex. M-19/2 
dated 16-12-1998 was placed on the record which shows 
that the workman remained absent on 15 various occasions 
and the circulars issued by the bank in this regard were 
also made available to the workman. The Id. representative 
has placed his reliance on the testimony of MW-I 
NL Sharma and Ex. M-6 to Ex. M-13 also has supported the 
conclusion drawn by the enquiry officer on this count. 

62. It has been further elaborated on behalf of the 
bank that the delinquent was a habitual late comer, who 
even did not mark the time of arrival in the register and this 
charge relates to his general attitude and has asserted that 
if the charge relates to the habits of the workman, then 
citing one or two examples are enough. The letter Ex. M-2 
dated 23-9-1998 says that the delinquent is not punctual in 
his attendance. MW-1 NL Sharma has farther stated in this 
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letter that he directed to the staff members for observing 
punctuality which pinched him and he became prejudiced. 
MW-INL Sharma has exhibited this fact in his testimony. 

63. Ex. M-6. is a complaint addressed by NL Sharma 
to the Deputy Manager, Regional Office, Jaipur wherein it 
has been alleged that the delinquent was habitually coming 
late and leaving the branch before the office hours which 
affected the customers’ service adversely, that he was 
repeatedly advised verbally to come in time and not to 
leave the office before the office hours but he did not bother 
to follow the instructions of his superior officers. Various 
circulars have also been placed on the record on behalf of 
the management observing that if the employees reach for 
duty a little late or leave office a little earlier than the closing 
time then they should seek the permission of the Branch 
Manager. 

64. The enquiry officer while appreciating the 
evidence available on the record has relied upon the oral 
testimony of MW -1 NL Sharma and has disagreed with 
the defence contentions that this allegation was vague 
and flimsy. He has further relied upon the memo Ex. 19/2 
which, reveals that the Branch Manager had served this 
memo dated 16-12-1998 on the delinquent whereby he was 
intimated that on 11 occasions, the particulars thereof are 
depicted in the memo, he did not report for duty, nor he 
submitted the leave application. It further directs him to file 
the leave application without delay otherwise the action as 
per the bank circulars would be taken against him. It falsifies 
the plea put forth on behalf of the workman that no step 
was taken by the management m this behalf. The enquiry 
officer has appropriately examined the evidence and has 
arrived at a reasonable conclusion. The submission made 
on behalf of the bank that it is sufficient to cite few 
instances to establish the misconduct of non punctuality 
finds strength from the decision reported in AIR 1960 
Allahabad 579. It says that charge for indiscipline cannot 
be viewed with the same strictness as a charge for an 
offence triable under criminal law. in disciplinary matters it 
should be sufficient if the person proceeded against is told 
what in substance the accusation is against him. If the 
accusation relates to some solitary event reference to that 
event is important-and even necessary, but if the instances 
are many, spreading over months and can be said to be 
parts of the same transaction the reference to the 
transaction will ordinarily be sufficient. Accordingly, the 
contention canvassed on behalf of the workman is found 
to be without substance and deserves rejection. 

Charge No. 3 

65. It relates to borrowing of Rs. 15,000 from the bank’s 
customer Rajiv Bansal, who filed the complaint against the 
workman. The workman contends that the complaint 
Ex. M-6/2 was filed with the expiry of three and a half year’s 
time, which could not be explained. If he had borrowed the 
money from Rajiv Bansal in the month of April 1995 then it 
ought to have been filed without any delay. The workman 


then has stated that it is alleged that he had borrowed the 
money for utilizing in the soap factory, which his wife was 
running. But his contention is that his wife is graduate 
who could run the business at her own and, therefore, the 
allegation that he utilized the money in the month of May 
1995 in this factory is baseless. It has been further stated 
that in the proceedings held on 11-9-2000 Rajiv Bansal has 
admitted that he has received back the money and that he 
has concealed the fact that who has dratted the complaint 
against the delinquent. Ex. D-6 has also been relied upon 
by the workman which is stated to be a declaration deed, 
attested by the notary whereby Rajiv Bansal has stated 
that the delinquent had not borrowed money from him. 
The workman has alleged that this document was not 
considered by the enquiry officer. 

66. Responding to the submission, the Id. 
representative for the bank has contended that Rajiv Bansal 
has clearly stated that the delinquent had borrowed the 
said amount from him and the witness had complained 
before the Branch Manager. The Id. representative has relied 
upon Ex. M-2, M-6/2 and the oral testimony of MW-I 
NL Sharma and MW-6 Rajiv Bansal. He has concluded by 
arguing that the charge has been found to be proved to the 
extent that the delinquent had borrowed Rs. 15,000 from 
Rajiv Bansal in the month of April 1995, which were not 
returned to him till October 1998. 

67. The enquiry officer has found this charge partly 
proved to the extent that the delinquent has borrowed 
money from Rajiv Bansal, a customer of the bank and has 
relied upon the testimony of MW-I NL Sharma and MW-6 
Rajiv Bansal along with the documentary evidence 
Ex. M-2 and M-6. 

68. Ex. M-6/2 is a complaint dated 29-10-1998 
addressed by Rajiv Bansal to the Branch Manager wherein 
he has stated that on 10-4-1995 when he visited the bank 
for his personal work, the de linquent requested him to lend 
Rs. 15,000 to him, which he had not at that time with him. 
His further statement is that it was withdrawn by him from 
his savings account in the bank and was paid to the 
delinquent, which he promised to repay within a month. 
He has deposed that when the amount was not returned to 
him after the stipulated period, he was continuously 
demanding the money from delinquent and when the 
amount was not repaid to him then he requested to the 
Branch Manager through his application Ex. M-6/2. 

69. This fact has been depicted in Ex. M-2 also which 
has been proved by MW-I NL Sharma. MW -6 Rajiv Bansal 
has described this incident in his deposition before the 
enquiry officer wherein he has testified this fact that the 
letter Ex. M-6/2 was given by him to the Branch Manager 
and the amount in question was borrowed by the delinquent 
from him. He has also stated that the amount was repaid by 
Shri Dubey to him. Though in his cross-examination he 
has stated that he did not wish to answer as to where the 
letter Ex. M-6/2 was prepared and who drafted the letter, 
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but he had emphatically stated that he had signed this 
letter since he wanted to have his-money returned, which 
he has been repaid. It clearly suggests that he had 
voluntarily signed the letter Ex. M-6/2, which cannot be 
treated to have been signed by the witness under pressure 
albeit he has not disclosed as to who drafted it, which 
becomes immaterial looking to the aforestated facts. 

70- It has been contended on behalf of the workman 
that Rajiv Bansal had subsequently issued a declaration 
Ex. D-6 wherein he has denied any such transaction. Ex. 
D-6 is a declaration dated 29-2-2000 signed by Rajiv Bansal 
which says that “I hereby declare that Sh. Dubey never 
borrowed money from me. Once a donation of Rs. 1001 was 
given but same amount was returned on next day only and 
the donation was accepted.” It is attested by the notary. 

71. It is true that this declaration was submitted before 
the Enquiry Officer subsequently since it was not 
confronted with the witness during his cross-examination. 
The Enquiry Officer has also noted this fact in his analysis 
and no reasonable explanation could be offered on behalf 
of the delinquent that why this document dated 29-2-2000 
was not confronted with MW-6 Rajiv Bansal who was 
cross-examined on II-9-2000. As such, simply on the basis 
the declaration made by this witness in Ex. D-6 which was 
not even shown to him during his cross-examination, the 
testimony of this witness cannot be doubted on this point 
and the workman’s submission cannot be sustained. The 
Enquiry Officer has adequately arrived at a conclusion 
which warrants no interference. The submission advanced 
by the Id. representative for the bank is further supported 
by the decision reported in SA, K1N1 & Anr. v. Union of 
India & Ors. (II LLJ SC 421), wherein the Hon’ble Apex 
Court has held that no employee of nationalised bank 
should engage himself in collecting donations from persons 
with whom he comes into contact in the course of 
employment, which is likely to lead unhealthy practices. In 
(1972)4 SCC 618, the another decision referred to by the 
Id. representative for the bank, the Hon’ble Court has 
expressed that if an employee borrowed money from the 
creditor a few days earlier, it seems rather clear that he 
placed himself under pecuniary obligation to a person who 
was likely to have official dealings with him. 

72. In JT 2005 (8) SC 96, the Hon’ble Apex Court has 
also considered the view that if the depositor .is not put to 
loss and even if there is no loss to bank also, but has 
further held that plea of absence of loss is of no avail. 
Thus, these views expressed by the Hon’ble Court 
establishes the guilt against the delinquent. 

Charge No. 4 

73. On behalf of the workman it has been contended 
in the written brief that this charge is peculiar and baseless, 
that in the year 1996 the loan amount of Rs. 60,000 was 
sanctioned by the SDMH branch of CCH in favour of the 
delinquent’s wife and the delinquent has furnished his 
personal guarantee. Since the said business could not run 


successfully and the amount of loan was repaid through 
the stipulated installments, therefore, no loss was caused 
to the bank. It has been further contended that there is no 
rule under which the workman could not furnish his personal 
guarantee in favour of his wife. 

74. It has also been contended that the Enquiry Officer 
has not found charge no. 5 proved and has noted that 
there was no role of the delinquent in the allegation except 
that he executed a letter of guarantee, whereas on furnishing 
the personal guarantee in favour of his wife by the 
delinquent he has on the same count found the charge 
no. 4 as proved. The workman has further, pointed out that 
in the reconciliation proceeding before the ALC, it was 
settled that the loan amount would be repaid through the 
installments worth Rs. 1500 per month and the said amount 
has been repaid and, therefore, the charge is not covered 
by the misconduct under the provision 19.5 of BPS and the 
finding of the Enquiry Officer on this charge is perverse. 

75. Disputing the contention, the Id. representative 
for the bank has submitted that on the basis of the oral 
testimony of MW-1NL Sharma and MW-4 MP Pareek and 
on the documentary evidence from Ex. M-26 to M-34 along 
with M-2/1, it is proved that the delinquent assisted his 
wife to take the loan amount worth Rs. 60000 from the bank 
and he became her guarantor, that the loan taken from the 
bank became overdue and became NPA on the date. He 
has then pointed out that there is difference between the 
allegation under charge no. 4 and charge no. 5 and has 
supported the findings of the Enquiry Officer that it is not 
perverse and the charge is covered by the BPS which is a 
misconduct. Ex. M-2(l) contains the narration of this 
allegation and MW -1 NL Sharma has testified it in his 
deposition. MW-4 MP Pareek, the Branch Manager of the 
SDMH Branch of non applicant bank has exhibited the 
relevant documents Ex. M-26 to M-34 and has deposed 
that Smt. Prem Lata Dubey vide letter dated 29-1-96 had 
requested to avail the CC(H) facility, from the SDMS branch 
and the delinquent had executed a guarantee letter on 
31 -1 -96 in her favour. He has testified the said transaction. 
The Enquiry Officer after recording the narration and 
submissions advanced by both the parties has arrived at a 
conclusion that Smt. Prem Lata Dubey, wife of the delinquent 
availed a facility from the bank for which the delinquent 
was guarantor and the amount became overdue and was 
categorized a$ NPA. It has also been noted that the 
delinquent had raised a dispute before the ALC for 
recovery of loan installments. 

76. The Id. representative for the bank has drawn a 
fine distinction between the misconduct proved under 
charge no. 4 and not proved under charge no. 5 by 
contending that under charge no. 5 though the delinquent 
was a guarantor, yet the loan amount was repaid by the 
loanee and secondly that under charge no..5 no legal notice 
was issued to the delinquent, therefore, this charge was 
found not proved against him, whereas under charge 
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no. 4 the bank had continuously issued the notices to the 
delinquent and the loan could not be repaid till that time. 
Therefore, misconduct under charge no. 4 is distinguishable 
from the misconduct falling under charge no. 5. This 
submission finds strength from the record. So far as the 
contention that the said act of delinquent does not fall as 
misconduct under the provisions of the BPS is concerned, 
it is evident that, the delinquent had furnished the personal 
guarantee in favour of his wife, who had obtained the loan 
on the credit of the delinquent, which could not be repaid 
in the due time and this act of the delinquent is covered by 
the provision under 19.5 and 19.7 (a) of the BPS. The 
submission put forward on behalf of the workman that the 
fmding recorded by the Enquiry Officer on this charge is 
perverse, is unfounded and baseless and is untenable. 
Charge No. 6 

77. The workman has submitted that the management 
has failed to show as to under which rules he could not 
become the Secretary ofNagrik Kalyan Sansthan (NKS), It 
is further stated that no complaint received in this regard 
has been brought on the record by the bank, that it has not 
been shown that when the account of the organisation 
was transferred to another bank and that Rajiv Bansal who 
appeared as proprietor of M/s. Jheel Overseas, has not 
uttered a single word in his evidence on this misconduct. It 
has been further asserted that the central office of the non¬ 
applicant bank has disposed of this dispute on 5-7-95, 
despite that the charge has been levelled against the 
workman. 

78. The workman has also assailed the finding of the 
Enquiry Officer by contending that the findings are not 
based on evidence, that no material was placed by the 
Enquiry Officer and it reflects the prejudices of the Enquiry 
Officer. The workman has termed the findings on this point 
as perverse. 

79. On the other hand, the Id. representative for the 
bank has placed his reliance upon the oral testimony of 
MW-5 Atul Gupta and the documentary evidence Ex. 
M-35, M 35/4, M-35/5 to M-35/14 as well as on Ex. D-6. He 
has asserted that it is revealed from Ex. D-6 that the 
delinquent had obtained the donation worth Rs. 1001 for 
NKS. The Id. representative has sought to refute the 
contention of the workman that Rajiv Bansal was not 
examined on this point by contending that Ex. D-6 was 
submitted by the workman himself which gives a clear 
description of the donation received by the delinquent. 
The Id. representative for bank has defended the findings 
of the Enquiry Officer by stating that it is not perverse and 
has asserted that it is proved from the documentary 
evidence that the delinquent received the donation worth 
Rs. 1001 from M/s. Jheel Overseas. 

80. MW-5 Atul Gupta, Deputy Manager (Protocol) 
has exhibited the report Ex. M 35 dated 15-5-95 in his 
testimony relating to the complaint against the delinquent 
which was investigated by him. The Enquiry Officer in his 


detailed analysis has considered all the relevant materials 
including Ex. D-6 and has noted that on 18-3-94, the cheque 
worth Rs. 1001 was issued by one of the customers of Ml 
Road branch, viz., Jheel Overseas Ltd., which was credited 
on 18.3.94 and on 14-7-94 this amount was with drawn by 
the delinquent and during this period the delinquent was 
working in the branch as a clerk. The Enquiry Officer has 
placed his reliance on Ex. M-35( 1). 

81. While considering Ex. D-6, adduced by the 
defence before the Enquiry Officer, he has rightly pointed 
out that the cheque was dated 18-3-94 and it was credited 
on the same date vide Ex. M-35( 1) and was withdrawn on 
14-7-94. Therefore, the statement of Rajiv Bansal dated 
29-2-2000 Ex. D-6 that he received the donation amount on 
the very next day is contrary to the fact. 

82. Curiously enough, Ex. D-6 was submitted before 
the Enquiry Officer on behalf of the delinquent and even 
this question was not put to MW-4 Rajiv Bansal during his 
cross-examination on behalf of the delinquent that the 
donation paid to the delinquent was received by him on 
the next date. The finding on the point reached at by the 
Enquiry Officer is genuine and insistent with the record. 
The Enquiry Officer has also found the said act of the 
delinquent as misconduct on account of using the influence 
of his position for receiving donation from bank account 
holder. The Id. representative for bank has on this point 
relied upon the decisions SA KINI & Anr. v. Union of 
India & Ors. (IILU SC4121) and (1972) 4 SCC 612 quoted 
by me under point no. 4, which supports the contention 
advanced on’ behalf of the bank. The findings recorded by 
the Enquiry Officer on this point cannot be termed as 
perverse and the contention canvassed on behalf of the 
workman is negatived being without substance. 

Charge No. 7 

83. The workman has contended that the subject 
matter of this charge is unclear and no month or year of the 
occurrence has been shown, that Ex. M-19 and M-19/2 
could not be proved, which are fabricated on account that 
they have not been signed by any regional officer and .the 
letter dated 16-12-98 was never handed over to him. He has 
further stated that the dates on which he has been shown 
to be absent in the letter dated 16-12-98, on these dates he 
was on leave as is shown from the attendance register Ex. 
M-5, that the chargesheet was issued to him after the expiry 
of nearly one year, that no employee of the branch was 
examined with regard to the occurrence and the charge is 
not covered by the misconduct under clause 19.5. He has 
also contended that the finding recorded by the Enquiry 
Officer is based on surmises. 

84. Per contra, the id. representative for the bank 
submits that the Enquiry Officer has noted the conclusion 
on the basis of the testimony of NL Sharma, Ex. M-19 and 
M-1 912, that the principal witness was NL Sharma who has 
been examined with whom the delinquent had misbehaved 
and threatened him. 
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85. Ex. M-19 is a letter dated 21-12-98 addressed by 
NL Sharma to the Assistant General Manager wherein he 
has stated that on 21-12-98 he called the delinquent in his 
chamber and asked him to submit the leave application for 
the period between 10-6-98 to 28-11 -98. He has also stated 
to cooperate in effecting the recovery of the loan taken 
from Rajesh Kumar Sharma then the delinquent asked him 
to wait for 3 to 4 days and that he will not keep him in the 
condition, that he will not be able to ask for his leave 
application and for recovery of the loan. He also threatened 
to ensure his feet and hand remain intact and to ensure the 
security of his family members. 

86. Ex. M-19/2 is a letter as stated earlier which was 
written by NL Sharma to the delinquent asking him to submit 
the leave applications for the period mentioned therein. 
The Enquiry Officer has noted in his analysis that in view 
of the memo Ex. M-19/2 the delinquent became prejudiced 
against the management witness and that the possibility 
of threatening by the delinquent to the Branch Manager 
with dire consequences cannot be ruled out. 

87.1 have gone through the testimony of MW -1 NL 
Sharma who has stood unshaken in his cross-examination 
on this point. So far as the question of vagueness of the 
charge is concerned, obviously, he letter Ex. M-19 as well 
as the memo Ex. M-19/2 contain the necessary particulars 
and on a peep on these documents it cannot be said that 
the charge is not specific and does not contain the 
necessary particulars. 

88. It has been asserted on behalf of the workman 
that there were approximately 20 to 22 employees working 
at that time, but none of them could be examined in support 
of the testimony of MW-1 NL Sharma. But the letter Ex. 
M-19 clearly states that the delinquent was called by the 
Branch Manager NL Sharma in his chamber and there was 
a dialogue between the two regarding the leave application 
and recovery of the loan, whereupon, the delinquent 
threatened him in his chamber. No fact has arisen on the 
record to suggest that any other witness was also present 
there. Therefore, NL Sharma is the prime witness, whose 
solitary testimony is of the sterling worth which has 
remained unimpeachable and there is nothing on the record 
to discard his testimony. 

89. Then it has been contended that the chargesheet 
was issued after the expiry of nearly one year which creates 
doubt regarding the genuineness of the occurrence. But 
this submission is difficult to be accepted since it stands 
proved on the basis of the oral testimony of NL Sharma 
backed by the letter Ex. M-19 and memo Ex. M-19/2 that the 
alleged incident had taken place and simply on account of 
this fact that the chargesheet was issued on the expiry of 
nearly one year, the whole story cannot be thrown away 
and the submission set forth on behalf of the workman is 
unsustainable and is repelled. 

Charge No. 8 

90. The Workman has assailed this charge by 
contending that it is entirely vague and unclear and the 
conclusion drawn by the Enquiry Officer is based upon 
the conjectures. His submission is that type officers whose 
signatures are borne on the report Ex. 20 have not been 
examined by the management and the submission of 
M W-2 SS Aulakh that he could only identify the delinquent 


clarifies that to implicate the delinquent the story has been 
concocted. His next contention is that the news reported 
in Rajasthan Patrika and other newspaper on 8-12-98 has 
no connection that the press note was issued by the 
delinquent. His next submission is that to demonstrate 
before the regional office and to handover the memorandum 
to the higher authority is not a misconduct and it was a 
part of the trade un ion activity against the corruption and 
lawlessness prevalent in the banking functioning. He has 
stated that by this act no loss was caused to the bank and 
the findings of the Enquiry Officer are prejudiced. 

91. The delinquent has also agitated that the slogans 
were shouted against the corruption at the ordinary pitch 
of voice and he had not committed any act which could 
hinder the bank functioning. The demonstration was staged 
at the lunch hours between 2.30 pm to 3 pm which caused 
no disturbance in the official functioning. 

92. The Id. representative for the bank has sought to 
refute the contention by stating that at the relevant time 
MW-2 SS Aulakh was the Chief Manager at the Regional 
Office ofthe bank and that on 7-12-98 the delinquent along 
with his other associates shouted the slogan in the regional 
office and disrupted the official functioning. He has further 
contended that Sh. Aulakh was a new officer in the bank 
who was not even knowing the delinquent personally, had 
reported the matter to the Assistant General Manager 
through Ex. M-20 and the delinquent had released this 
news to the newspapers. This act of the delinquent, as per 
the submission of the Id. representative, tarnished the image 
of the bank. 

93. Ex. M-20 is a letter dated 9-12-98 written by 
MW-2 SS Aulakh, the Chief Manager, Regional Office, 
Jaipur to the Assistant General Manager describing the 
demonstration staged by the delinquent in front of the 
regional office at Jaipur. It says that on 7-12-98 the said 
union had staged an unauthorized demonstration arranged 
by the delinquent which created hindrance in the routine 
working of office from 3 pm to 3.30 pm. It has also specifically 
pointed out the slogans shouted by the demonstrators at 
the highest pitch of voice and it further says that they had 
also entered into his cabin and a memorandum dated 
7-12-98 was handed over to him and they also created 
disturbance in the cabin. He has pointedly stated that at 
that time he could only identify Sh. CS Dubey and at that 
time the other bank officers RP Singh, Jainendra Singh and 
Major JSS Chahal were also present in the cabin. 

94. M W -2 SS Aulakh has testified this occurrence in 
his deposition in detail during the course of the enquiry 
proceedings. He has pointed out that the demonstrators were 
shouting die slogans, who had also entered into his cabin 
and the delinquent stressed before him that they ‘want to talk 
something and started shouting, which disrupted the working 
of the regional office and at that time three bank officers, as 
named in the letter, were present in his cabin. He has 
categorically stated that the functioning of the regional office 
was stopped by half an hour from 3 pm to 3.30 pm and the 
demonstration tarnished the image of the bank among the 
public who were watching from outside. This witness has 
been cross-examined at length. To the questions put to him he 
has replied that the demonstration took place inside the 
working zone of the regional office between 3.20 pm to 
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3.30 pm, that demonstrators entered into his cabin had that he 
could not identify anyone else other than the delinquent 
because most of them were not from their bank and he himself 
was also new to this place. He has stated that though he does 
not have any direct proof that the delinquent had given the 
press release, yet the press had quoted his name for having 
given the press release and the delinquent had never denied 
giving the press release. His answer is ftirther supported by 
Ex. M-21, the news cutting of Rajasthan Patrika dated 8-12-98 
twirling this news of demonstration has been published with 
reference to the Statement given by the delinquent and, 
therefore, it can be safely presumed that at the instance of the 
delinquent himself the news was published. 

95. Turning to the next submission that the three 
other officers of bank were present in the cabin of Chief 
Manager have not been examined, it is true that the three 
bank officers, named above, were present in the cabin of 
the Chief Manager when the alleged incident had taken 
place and the letter Ex. M-20 also bears their signatures, 
but when there are more witnesses than one, it is the 
discretion of the management to examine the witness in 
support of case to whom it choose so. The prime witness 
in the present controversy is the Chief Manager SS Aulakh 
who has been examined and who could not be shaken in 
his cross-examination. His testimony is credit worthy, which 
proves the alleged incident. The submission that the 
conclusion drawn by the Enquiry Officer is prejudiced, is 
also not acceptable. The Enquiry Officer has examined this 
misconduct in detail after scrutinizing the evidence and 
documents available on the record and has recorded the 
reasons of his conclusion. He has categorically noted that 
the Chief Manager has explained the incident at length and 
has found that the delinquent had held demonstration in 
front of the regional office on the said date and during the 
demonstration the slogans were shouted. He has pointed 
out that the demonstration/shouting slogans at the highest 
pitch of voice in front of the office and in the cabin would 
certainly stop the working of the staff and on considering 
the plea advanced by the defence he has rightly held that it 
was not supported by any evidence and it was not probable. 

' He has also recorded that the acts of the delinquent were 
certainly against the interest of the bank and has found the 
allegation as established on the basis of the documentary as 
well as oral evidence of MW -2 SS Aulakh. 

96. The Id. representative for the bank in support of 
his submission has referred to the decision II LLJ 1970 14, 
wherein it has been observed that making false and 
defamatory statements against the management would 
amount an act subversive of discipline. In 1969 (1) SCC 
502, the another decision relied upon by the Id. 
representative for the bank, the Hon’ble Apex Court has 
observed that there is no fundamental right for anyone to 
hold meetings in Government premises. The submission 
advanced by the Id. representative derives assistance from 
these decisions. The contentions advanced on behalf of 
the workman that the charge is not proved against the 
workman is devoid of substance and cannot be sustained. 

97. The workman in his written submission at para 6 
and page 6 while advancing the submission on charge 
No. 1 had assailed the findings given by the Enquiry Officer 


on all the charges as perverse and has stated that these 
findings have been noted without any evidence by the 
Enquiry Officer. The workman has placed his reliance on 
the decisions indicated by him at Annexure II. His further 
contention is that the action taken by the management 
against the workman was biased since the bank 
management had not initiated any action against one Sh. 
Bhagwan Sahay Meena for the purchase of cheque based 
on Ex. D-22/45. Thus, the question of perversity and bias 
can properly be discussed at this stage subsequent to the 
discussion of the charges levelled against the workman. 

98. I have scanned the enquiry report minutely and 
without further ado I reach at the conclusion that the 
management has adduced the evidence in support of the 
misconducts and the findings of the Enquiry Officer are 
based on cogent evidence and the conclusion recorded by 
the Enquiry Officer is based upon the reasons: to which a 
reasonable man could have arrived at. He has considered 
the deposition of the witnesses in his findings and the 
evidence with a large degree of definiteness points to the 
guilt of delinquent in respect of the charges imputed against 
him and the co-relation between the evidence and guilt has 
been established to sustain the charges. It can further be 
stated that the evidence of the management witnesses is 
credit-worthy and the findings noted by the Enquiry Officer 
are valid and warrant no interference by the Tribunal. 

99. The arguments advanced behalf of the workman 
are untenable and unfounded both from factual and legal 
angles and there is no basis of giving credence to the 
claims of the delinquent as the evidence gathered on the 
record sufficiently proves the charges against him. Thus, I 
find that there is crystal clear evidence against the workman 
collected on the enquiry record with respect to his 
misconduct.The Id. representative for the workman has 
referred to the following decisions on the issue of perversity 
in addition to the decisions quoted earlier, 1985 II LLN SC 
579; 1999 (I) LLJ 604 SC; 2005 (2) SLR SC 700; 2005 (II) LLJ 
AP768; 2000 (II) LLJ Allahabad 1067; 2005 (III) LLJ Bombay 
89; 2005 Lab IC 343 and 2005 (III) LLJ 1971, but the facts 
thereof are not similar to the present controversy and they 
are of no avail to the workman’s case. 

100. On the other hand, the Id. representative for the 
bank has drawn my attention towards the following rulings 
in support of his submissions, the facts thereof are parallel 
to the present controversy which support his submission: 
(1995) I SCC216; (1997)2 SCC 708; (2000) 1 SCC416; 
(1997) 4 SCC 561; 1999 (83) FLR 377 and FLR 2001 (88) 244. 

101. So far as the plea of bias is concerned, a glance at 
the nature of misconducts levelled against the workman that 
they are wholly of different kind than those misconducts 
levelled against the employees as alleged by the workman. 
As such, he cannot claim the parity with them and this 
contention cannot be accepted. The decision 2002 (4) SCT 
SC 607 relied upon by the workman does not help him. 

102. On account of delay as discussed above, the 
charges are found proved against the delinquent and the 
single factor of delay cannot be considered to be fatal to 
the management case. The workman’s contention, therefore, 
has no legs to stand and is rejected. 
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103. It has also been contended on behalf of the 
workman that the appellate authority has not discussed 
the evidence and submissions of workman in his order. 
The workman has relied upon 2001 (1) LLJKerala 1621 
which says that the appellate authority is bound to apply 
its mind. 

104. On carefully examining the order dated 8-IQ- 
2001 passed by the appellate authority, it is apparent that 
he has gone through the record of enquiry and has 
discussed precisely the relevant misconducts of the 
workman. It does speak the clue application of mind by the 
appellate authority and the submission of delinquent 
cannot be maintained. 

Supplementary Chargesheet dated 4-8-2000 

105. The workman has contended that while he was 
availing LFC in Pathankot oh 10-6-1999, he had intimated 
to the Branch Manager, Pathankot Branch that on 
submission of withdrawal form/cheque it would be encashed 
and had never written that he had sufficient amount in his 
bank account in the MI Road Branch, Jaipur. The Branch 
Manager, Pathankot had a dialogue on the telephone with 
the Branch Manager NL Sharma and he noted the dialogue 
on the record. He has further contended that he had not 
submitted the prescribed proforma before the Branch 
Manager and when he returned to Jaipur he came to know 
that he had not the sufficient amount in the account and, 
therefore, he credited the amount by way of withdrawing 
the advance salary out of his pay. He has contended that 
the findings on this misconduct is totally perverse. 

106. On the other hand, the Id. representative for the 
bank has submitted that it is undisputed that the delinquent 
had submitted an application before the Branch Manager 
Pathankot for payment of Rs. 5000/- in advance and that he 
had mentioned in the application than he had sufficient 
amount in his account, whereas on the said date he had 
only Rs. 961.36 in his accbunt. The Ld. representative has 
acceded to this fact that the cheque when presented 
subsequently was honoured and it was credited on 15-6- 
1999 out of delinquent's account. 

107. The enquiry officer has examined this misconduct 
in detail and has noted that the withdrawal form for 
Rs. 5000/- dated 10.6.1999 (Ex. M-4) was purchased at 
Pathankot Branch and Shri Dubey had presented a letter of 
request stating that “1 was on LFC and due to changing 
the stations, I am in need of5000/-. Kindly allow, 1 declare 
that the cheque/withdrawal form on presentation shall be 
paid/responded, I having sufficient balance in my saving 
bank A/c 9013 0 at Ml Road Branch, Jaipur as on date”. The 
Enquiry Officer has reached at a conclusion that the 
delinquent had availed the cheque purchase facility by 
giving a false declaration that he was having sufficient 
balance in his savings account at Jaipur, whereas on 10-6- 
99 the balance was only Rs. 961.36/-. Much emphasis has 
been laid down on the noting by the Branch Manager, 
Pathankot on the letter of the delinquent Ex. M-5 which 
says that he talked to Sh. NL Sharma at Ml Road, Jaipur 
and after consulting him he had assured that the cheque 
will be honoured. It is signed by the Branch Manager, 
Pathankot on 10-6-99. It is on this ground that the workman 
has strongly contended that this charge was framed against 


him on the manipulation by NL Sharma. But evidently the 
workman had purchased a withdrawal form worth Rs. 5000 
on 10-6-99 from the Pathankot branch and in his letter he 
had made a declaration that the withdrawal form on 
presentation shall be paid and that he is having sufficient 
balance in his savings account no. 90130 at MI Road Branch, 
Jaipur as on the said date. In view of this declaration, the 
delinquent cannot draw any comfort from the fact that NL 
Sharma, the Branch Manager, Jaipur had assured the Branch 
Manager, Pathankot that the cheque would be honoured 
since it was within the knowledge of the delinquent himself 
on 10-6-99 when he purchased the withdrawal that he had 
not sufficient amount in his account at Jaipur branch. 
Therefore, the conclusion drawn by the Enquiry Officer 
that the allegation has been established with the assistance 
of the documentary as well as the oral evidence is correct 
and is not required to be interfered. 

Objection No. V 

108. Lastly, in order to save the lost Battle, the 
delinquent has eradicated an argument placing it on the 
top of his written submissions that the chargesheet dated 
3-3-2000 has been issued by Mrs. Lobo, Manager, IR 
(Personnel), Central Office, in die capacity of the disciplinary 
authority. Vide order dated 13-5-2000 Mrs. Z. Jahangiijee, 
Manager (IR), Personnel Department authorized Sh. R. 
Venkatramaiah, Manager (P) Nodal Regional Office, New 
Delhi to conduct disciplinary proceedings. The Id. 
representative further contends that as per the circular 
dated 28-5-81, how Mrs. Lobo and Mrs. Z Jahangirjee 
assumed it that they are the disciplinary authorities and 
who had decided as to who would be the disciplinary 
authority. It is further contended that the disciplinary 
authority himself cannot appoint another officer as 
disciplinary authority by redelig$ting his power. The ld. 
representative has referred to the decision 1994 (2) LLJ :SC 
1105 in support of his submission. 

109. Per contra, the Id. representative for the bank 
submits that this point has been disposed of by this Court 
vide its order dated 30-8-2004 and hence, it cannot be 
reagitated. 

110. On 31-3-2006, workman’s application along with 
the decision 2004 (107) FLR Allahabad 882 on the point 
was received through speed post in this Court, which is 
kept on the record. The ruling on the point says that the 
disciplinary authority cannot redelegate the powers to 
another officer. 

111. Suffice it to state here that this issue was 
investigated thoroughly by this Court vide its order dated 
30-4-2004 as point no. 1 commencing from para 6 to para 33 
(page 3 to 14) and at para 20, a question was posed before 
the Court whether one disciplinary authority can appoint 
another disciplinary authority as agitated on behalf of the 
workman. In the next para, it was decided that Sh. R. 
Venkatramaiah was duly appointed as disciplinary authority 
it was an entrustment of a disciplinary matter to a competent 
disciplinary authority for. initiation of the disciplinary 
proceedings and this issue was answered in the negative 
against the delinquent. The Id. representative for the 
workman fails to reason as to how and under which 
circumstances, this issue, which was finally disposed of by 
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this Court after hearing both the parties, can be reagitated 
now by him, which in my considered and humble opinion 
cannot be now entertained. This contention, therefore, 
having the flavour of the preliminary issue, agitated by the 
workman and decided earlier by this Court, can now be 
declined by this Court to revisit it at this stage. This 
contention, therefore, stands disposed of in this manner. 

112. That takes me to determination of quantum of 
punishment. v 

113. The workman has submitted that in his long 
service he has been for the first time punished, that no 
misconduct has been found to be proved under Clause 
19.5(J) of the BPS and the impugned punishment is 
disproportionate and harsh which deserves to be set aside. 
No misconduct alleged against the workman relates to theft, 
misappropriation, embezzlement and denting of banking 
business. Therefore, the impugned punishment order 
deserves to be set aside. 

114. Responding to the contention, the non¬ 
applicants have supported the impugned punishment order 
and have contended that the right to interfere under Section 
11-A of the Act of the Court is limited. 

115. The workman support of his submission has 
submitted the following decisions: 2003 (97) FLR SC 556; 

1989 SCC L&S 180; 2003 (4) LLN Raj. 804; 2003 SCC (L&S) 

1198; 2000(11 )LLJ Madras 1216; 2001 (3)SCTP&H 156; 
2000 (3) WLC Raj. 529; 2001 (4) SCT P&H 886; 1996(72) 
FLR SC 433; 2000 SCC L&S 830 and 2005 (l)LLJ Raj. 467 
and also the decision in the matter between Shankar 
Narayan C. and Management of Sh. Ganpati Mills Ltd,, 
Shankar Nagar & Anr. He also referred the another decision 
in the matter between Ved Prakash Gupta and M/s Delton 
Cable India (P) Ltd. 

116. On the other hand, on behalf of the bank a catena 
of the decisions has been referred to. A few of them are 
referred below. 

117. The question which now emerges is whether 
the punishment imposed by the employer is commensurate 
with the gravity of his misconducts or the punishment of 
termination is disproportionately heavy in relation to the 
misconduct. 

118. In 2005 (1) LLJ SC 730, referred toon behalf of 
the bank, the Hon’ble Apex Court has observed that the 
interference by the Tribunal in the punishment order on 
the ground of being disproportionate has to be for reasons 
recorded. In this case, the interference by the Tribunal in 
awarding the punishment was held unsustainable. Similar 
views have been expressed in 1998 (1) LLJ 431 and (2003) 3 
SCC 309. 

I 19. The disciplinary authority vide its order dated 
25.5.2001 has imposed the punishment of dismissal from 
the service for the gross misconduct doing acts prejudicial 
to the interest of the bank under Clause 19.5(J) of the BPS. 

120. 1 have given my anxious thought to the rival 
contentions advanced on this behalf and on a close scrutiny 
of the evidence gathered on the record and looking to the 
proven misconducts against the workman, 1 am of the 
considered view that such acts must attract serious and grave 
punishment. Such misconducts have impact on the industry 


which have affected the prestige and discipline of the 
organisation It undermines the prestige of th£ employer as 
well as undermines the discipline of the organisation. 
Additionally, there was no material placed by the employee 
on the record to show as to how he has been prejudiced. I 
have no hesitation in coming to the conclusion that this is a fit 
case where the deterrent punishment is befitting in which 
manner the workman has committed the misconducts proved 
against him. The delinquent is well-deserved for the impugned 
punishment and warrants no leniency. The impugned 
punishment imposed upon the workman is in consonance 
with the nature of the gross misconducts committed by him 
and it warrants no interference. The decisions relied upon by 
the workman do not bear resemblance with the present 
controversy and are of no avail to him. 

121. Before parting with this marathon case, its 
checkered history cannot be failed to be noticed and to see 
how the workman has waged the fierce legal battle. Both 
the parties, especially on behalf of the workman, the lengthy 
arguments were advanced even on the preliminary issue of 
fairness of domestic enquiry and while disposing of it, this 
Court had to pass a lengthy order in as many as 50 pages. 
Thereafter, the case was fixed for hearing on the merits of 
the dispute, but on 8-9-2004 on behalf of the workman 
three applications, viz., the application to recall the order 
dated 30-8-2004 on the issue of fairness of enquiry, an 
application to allow the workman to lead the evidence and 
the third application to decide the question first as to which 
allegation is covered by which misconduct under Clause 
19.5(J) of the BPS, were simultaneously moved. A lot of 
Court time was consumed on contending these applications 
between 4-10-2004 to 10-1 -2005, on which date they were 
decided against the workman. Subsequent to it, the case 
was fixed for final hearing on the merits of the dispute 
which was argued on various dates from 30-3-2005 till 
6.6.2005, on which date the Id. representative for the 
workman while responding in the rejoinder raised a new 
point before the Court and the Id. representative for the 
non-applicants sought the time to respond that. The case 
was then fixed on 1 -7-2005 and 19-7-2005 for replying new 
query. But on 19-7-2005, the Id. representative for the 
workman expressed that the workman wants to submit the 
written submissions. From 2-8-2005 till 27-1-2006 the file 
was pending for submission of written briefs on behalf of 
both the parties. 

122. On facts, it is a matter of serious concern that 
the employee has been making repeated attempts in’ 
frustrating the adjudication of the dispute and was using 
the stalling tactics to delay the dispute which runs against 
the tenet of the natural justice which says that nobody can 
be a judge in his own case. 

123. In consequence, this reference is answered in 
the negative against the workman and in favour of the 
management of the non-applicant bank and it is held that 
the dismissal order dated 25-5-2001 passed against the 
workmen: is legal and justified. The claim of the workman is 
dismissed. An award is passed in these terms accordingly. 

124. Let a copy, of the award be sent to the Central 
Government for publication under Section 17(l)of the Act. 

R.C. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 9th May, 2006 

S.O. 2095. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 39/ 
2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court-II, Mumbai, as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Balmer Lawrie and Co. Ltd., and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 9-05-2006. 

[No. L.-30011/98/2001-IR(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL NO. U AT MUMBAI 
PRESENT: 

A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 
REFERENCE (IDA) NO. 39 OF2002 

EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE 
MANAGEMENT OF M/S. BALMER LAWRIE & CO. 
LTD. 

General Manager and President, 

M/s. Balmer Lawrie & Co. Ltd., 

Mumbai. 

AND 

THEIR WORKMEN 

Nizamuddin Abdulaziz Khan 
Represented by 

Balmer Lawrie Employees Union. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Employer : Mr. C. V. Pavaskar, 

S. V. Mokashi, P.V. Pavaskar 
Advocates 

For the Wo rkmen : Represented by Balmer Lawrie 

Employees Union 

Mumbai, dated 4th April, 2006 


AWARD 

Reference was made by the Under Secretary, 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour, Mantralaya, 
under Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section (A) 
of Section 10 of the Industrial Dispsutes Act regarding 
Secnod Party Workman Shri Nizamuddin Abdulaziz 
Khan, Driver of the First Party about action taken against 
him which was challenged. 

2. It is the contention of the Second Party Workman 
in the Statement of Claims which is filed at Exhibit 6 that, 
the Second Party Workman is employee of the First Party 
which has its registered office at Calcutta and factory at 
149, Jackeria Bunder Road, Sewree, Mumbai. The 
company has various activities and number of factories 
and establishments all over the country. The financial 
position of the Company is sound and is one of the pioneer 
units in its line of products and the activities of the 
Company are diversified into various other fields over a 
period of time and have a long standing reputation in the 
said field. It has number of staff members like Second 
Party Workman. The Second Party Workman joined in 
April, 1983 in Mumbai Office. He was charge sheeted on 
9th February, 1998. His service record was clean and 
spotless during his employment with the First Party. He 
was charge sheeted due to vengeance of certain officials 
and was involved in enquiry levelling charges of 
misconduct. It is his case that, charges were not proved 
and farce was made by the First Party in holding enquiry 
and to suit their purpose to dismiss him. Then he was 
terminated which is challenged by the Union requesting 
to reinstate the Second Party Workman with benefits of 
back wages and continuity in service. 

3. The said claim was challenged by the First Party 
by filing Written Statement at Exhibit “10” stating that 
the charges were proved against the Second Party 
Workman are genuine and correct one. Enquiry was 
conducted. Sufficient opportunity was given to the 
Second Party Workman and to his representative. After 
obtaining findings from the Enquiry Committee, decision 
was taken to'terminate his employment and as such he is 
not entitled for the relief prayed in the Statement of 
Claim. 

4. In view of these pleadings my learned predecessor 
have framed issues at Exhibit 11. 

5. During the pendency of the proceedings Second 
Party pray for dispose of the reference filing Exhibit 18. 

6. Accordingly purshis is filed by the Second Party 
at Exhibit18 and after verifying its contents and with the 
respective Advocate/RepresentatiVe who are in Court I 
dispose of the Reference in terms of Exhibit “18” by 
passing the following order : 

ORDER 

Reference disposed off in terms of Exhibit “18”. 
At Mumbai A A. LAD, Presiding Officer 

Dated this 4th April, 2006 
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EXHIBIT “18” BEFORE THE HON’BLE CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
AT MUMBAI 

REFERENCE IDA NO. 39/2002 

Balmer Lawrie Company Ltd. 
and 

Nizammuddin , 

May it Please this Hon’ble Tribunal 

In view of the submission of the First Party conveys 
and the judgement of Hon’ble Supreme Court, in the 
case of Steel Authority of India, the Hon’ble Tribunal 
be pleased to hold that the Central Government is not 
the appropriate Government for First Party Company 
and Looking at the fact that the Matter is too old, be 
pleased to sent the rewards and proceedings of this 
matter for sending the same to State Government of 
Maharashtra being the appropriate Government in 
this matter for early disposal thereof. 

Hence, prayed and submitted accordingly in the 
interesting justice, fair play and equity. 

Mumbai v Second Party 

Dt. 03-04-2006 Sd./- 

Hlegible 

^t 9 2006 

^5T. 3TT. 2096. —sMfTRFT 3?fafWT, 1947 

(1947 14) ^ 17 ^ 3T^T^T 4', W&K 

< ro fa. ^ M^wY ark 

eh4chKY ^ 4* W&. aMfaF 4 

mkm atoto arfKRTTq, m wftk ^ 

(TK4 TOO 13/94^ 14/94) t, 

# T&sm 09/05/2006 I3TT *TTI 
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> THT. 3T^T ufaq 

New Delhi, the 9th May, 2006 

S.O. 2096. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No., 13/ 94 
and 14/94) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum- Labour Court, Banglore as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of B. G. M. L. 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 09-05-2006. 

[No. L.-43012/4/1993-IR(M); 

L-43012/5/1993-IR(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
“SHRAM SADAN” 

III MAIN, III CROSS, II PHASE, TUMKUR ROAD, 
YESHWANTHPUR, 
BANGALORE-560022 
DATED 12TH APRIL, 2006 

PRESENT: 

Shri A. R. Siddiqui, Presiding Officer 

C. R. Nos. 13/94 & 14/94 

I Party II Party 

The Secretary, The Managing Director, 

Bharat Gold Mines Employees Bharat Gold Mines Ltd. 
Union, (CITU) KGF KGF-563120 


COMMON AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the 
powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 2 A of the 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred 
this dispute vide order Nos. L-43012/4/93/IR (Misc) & 
L-43012/5/93/IR (Misc) dated 3rd February, 1994 for 
adjudication on the following schedule:— 

SCHEDULE (CR NO. 13/94) 

“Whether the action taken by the Bharat Gold 
Mines Ltd. in terminating the services of 
Shri Paulraj is justified? If not, to what relief 
Shri Paulraj is entitled to and from which date?” 

SCHEDULE (CRNO. 14/94) * 

“Is the management of BGML justified by 
dismissing the services of Shri Muniswamy, 
underground general labourer of Chigargunta 
project? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to and from which date?” 

2. In supersession of earlier show cause memo dated 
22-1 -1992, a fresh show cause memo dated 26-2-1992 
at Ex. Ml was issued to the above said workman, 
Shri Paulraj as under:— 

“It is reported by Watch and Ward Personnel 
that, on 11-1-1992 around 10.30 pm when the 
Crime Section Teams consisting of S/Shri 
Shivalingam, GD Watchman No. 130, Krishnalal 
SD Watchman No. 362, Udruram, SD watchman 
No. 305, Bhurisingh SD Watchman No. 358 and 
Anantaram, SD Watchman No. 454 lead by 
Shri Doraiswamy GD Havildar No. 3 searched 
the'BGML bus in which you and other workers 
of Chigargunta Project were returning to KGF, 
While searching Shri Doraiswamy GD Havildar 
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saw you throwing a handkerchief bundle outside 
through the window and apprehended you. Shri 
Sivalingam SD Watchman who was outside the 
window recovered the bundle which weighed 
about 300 gms. When the bundle was opened in 
front of you it was found to be a mixture of GBQ 
pieces and powder Thus you have fraudulently 
indulged in the act of gold stealing for personal 
gain and acted dishonestly in connection with 
the Employer's business and property. Please 
note that the previous show cause notice dated 
22-1-1992 stands cancelled since some of the 
facts- were note noted properly due to 
typographical and clerical error.” 

3. Similarly, a chargesheet dated 26-2-1992 at Ex. 
,M2 was issued to the workman, Shri Muniswamy in 
supersession of chargesheet dated 22-1-1992. 

“It is reported by Watch and Ward Personnel 
that, on 11-M992 around 10.30 PM when the 
Crime Section Teams consisting of S/Shri 
. Shivalingam, GD Watchman No. 130, Krishnanhtl 
SD Watchman No. 362, Udruram, SD watchman 
No. 305, Bhurisingh SD Watchman No. 358 and 
Anantaram,SD Watchman No. 454 leadby Shri 
Doraiswamy GD Havildar No. 3 searched the 
BGML bus in which you and other workers of 
Chigargunta Project were returning to KGF, while 
searching Shri Doraiswamy GD Havildar No. 3 
saw you taking out a bundle from your basket 
and immediately he caught you red handed and 
seized the property and the property was 
weighing ahout 250 gms. When the bundle was 
opened in front of you it was found to be mixture 
of GBQ pieces and powder. Thus you have 
indulged in the act of gold stealing for personal 
gain and acted dishonesty in connection with 
the employer's property and business. 

Please note that the previous show cause notice 
dated 22nd January, 1992 stands cancelled due 
to certain typographical and clerical error in its 
content.” 

4. Both the workmen submitted their explanation 
in response to the above said Show cause notices 
denying the charges of misconduct leveled against them 
and disciplinary authority not being satisfied with their 
explanations ordered DE against both of them to be 
conducted by one and the same Enquiry Officer namely 
Shri Manoharam and the Presenting Officer Shri 
Ramachandraiah. The Enquiry Officer as could be seen 
from the enquiry proceedings, with the consent of the 
parties held joint enquiry participated by the first party 
workmen with the help of defence representative and 
after conclusion of the enquiry proceedings submitted 
separate enquiry findings holding each of the workman 
guilty of the charges of misconduct leveled against them. 


They were furnished with the enquiry findings and 
submitted their explanation challenging the enquiry 
findings on various ground but the Disciplinary Authority 
not being satisfied with those explanations, proposed 
punishment of termination to the workman, Paul Raj and 
proposed punishment of dismissal against the workman 
Shri Muniswamy and after having afforded them 
opportunity of personal hearing confirmed those 
punishments. It is aggrieved by these punishment orders, 
both the workmen raised separate industrial dispute 
before the conciliation officer and they having failed, die 
present references have been made to this tribunal. 

5. Both the cases were registered on the file of 
this tribunal separately and in both the cases, the first 
party workmen have filed their respective Claim 
Statements, inviting separate Counter Statements by the 
management. Keeping in view the question of law and 
facts involved in both the cases being common, they 
were taken up together for disposal for common finding 
and the award. 

6. Both the workmen have challenged the enquiry 
proceedings, the findings of the enquiry officer and 
consequent order of punishments. Based on the 
respective contentions of the parties having regard to 
the fairness and validity or otherwise of the enquiry 
proceedings, this tribunal took up the above said question 
as a preliminary issue calling upon the parties to lead 
evidence at their command. After appreciating the 
evidence of the enquiry officer and the contra evidence 
placed by the workmen, my learned Predecessor recorded 
a finding holding that the DE held against the first party 
workman was in accordance with law, standing orders 
and principles of natural justice. Thereafter learned 
counsels for the respective parties were heard and my 
learned Predecessor by his common award dated 14-9- 
1999 allowed both the references setting aside the orders 
of punishments passed against the first party workmen 
with a direction to the management to reinstate these 
workmen to the post they held before their dismissal and 
wou Id pay 25% of the back wages to the workmen. 

7. It is aggrievad by this order of this tribunal, the 
management approached the High Court in Writ Petition 
No. 41607/99 challenging the said award and his Lordship 
of our Hon'ble High Court vide order dated 5-7-2005 after 
having set aside the award without disturbing the finding 
of this tribunal on the question of validity of DE remitted 
the matter back .to this tribunal to decide the case on 
merits and in accordance with law within six months from 
the date of receipt of the copy of the said award. This 
tribunal received the copy of the award pn 5-10-2005 and 
issued notices to both the parties attendable by 25-10-05. 
On 19-1-2006 when the parties failed to appear before 
this tribunal once again fresh notices were ordered against 
both the parties by registered post acknowledgement 
due. On 16-2-2006 both the parties were reported to be 
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served under the register post and this court received 
back AD slips signed by them in response to the said 
notices. However, both the workmen when called out 
remained absent. On 16-3-2006 when the case was taken 
up once again, the first party workmen again remained 
absent and Shri TRR undertook to file Vakalat for the 
management. Thereafter case was taken up for hearing 
on 22-3 -2006,27-3-2006,31 -3-2006 and 3-4-2006 for the 
appeamace of the first party workmen as well as filing of 
the Vakalat on behalf of the first party workmen. However, 
the first party workmen remained absent throghout, and 
there being no reason for the court to adjourn the matter 
any more, arguments of both the parties were taken as 
head and the case is posted this day for award. 

8. On 4-4-2006, learned counsel Shri TRR who is 
already on record by filling the Vakalat earlier to the 
remand has filed his written arguments to be considered 
in this case. Learned counsel for the management in his 
written arguments while repeating the facts of the case 
argued that the enquiry officer after having taken into 
consideration the oral and documentary evidence 
brought on record has rightly come to the conclusion 
that the workmen were guilty of the charges of 
misconduct leveled against them. He also contended that 
the evidence produced on behalf of the workmen was 
rightly rejected by the enquiry officer on the ground that 
those defence witnesses evidence was inconsistent-and 
unbelievable. He submitted that almost all the 
prosectuion witnesses have spoken to the incident of 
workmen being caught red handed along with the bundle 
of property; mahazar drawn and the resultant reports 
made by the Chief Security Officer in that regard. He also 
invited the attention of this tribunal particularly, the 
statements of prosecution witnesses, Doraiswamy, 
Hawaldar, Bakshiram, Shivalingam, Meganthan and 
others who were present at the spot as eye witnesses to 
the incident. Therefore, learned counsel submitted that 
findings of the enquiry did not suffer from any perversity 
and they being supported by sufficient and material 
evidence need not be interfered at the hands of this 
tribunal and in the result punishment awarded against 
the workmen are to be upheld. 

9, As noted above, the first party workmen despite 
due service of the notices, have remained absent before 
this court from 16-2-2006 till 3-4-2006 and therefore, there 
was no opportunity for this tribunal to hear them on the 
points of perversity of the findings. However, this 
tribunal feels it necessary and in the interest of justice 
despite the absence of first party workmen to go through 
the findings of the enquiry officer and to find out whether 
they suffered from any perversity and as to whether the 
evidence brought on record during the course of enquiry 
was legal and sufficient to prove the charges of 
misconduct* leveled against the first party workmen 
deserving punishment orders. 


10. Before I go to the oral and documentary 
evidence brought on record, it appeals to me worthwhile 
to bring on record the reasonings of the enquiry officer 
found on pages 5 to 7 in the case of the workman, Shri 
Paulraj as under— 

“ On analysis of the depostion of both prosecution 
and defence and on persual of the material 
evidence produced before the enquiry, it is to 
be ascertained :— 

(1) Whether the GB powder/pieces belongs to 

the Employer. 

(2) Whether the defendant was caught 

red handed with be possession of GBQ 
pieces. 

(3) Whether the defendant has fraudulently 
indulged in the act of gold stealing for 
personal gain and acted dishonesty in 
connection with the Employer’s business 
and property. 

(1) The employer M/s. Bharat Gold Mines 
limited is only company engaged in the 
extraction of gold and gold mining in 
this area. The defendant is a regular 
employee of the company. The high 
concentrate GBQ with 3170 gms. of 
gold/mt cannot be availble anywhere 
except with the company engaged in 
gold production. The high concentrate 
gold shows beyond doubt that, it is 
processed and assorted material. The 
ownership of the property of the GBQ 
is not denied by the defendant. The 
defendant was-returning from work, 
spot to KGF immediately after his 
work. Hence, there is no doubt that 
the GBQ in question belongs to the 
employer. 

(2) - The prosecution has established clearly 
• that all window shutters of the bus 

were closed and were not opened except 
the one by the side of which Shri 
. . Paulraj was sitting. January being one 

of the winter months in this area it is 
quite natural to close shut windows. 
It is further established that Shri 
Shivalingam could see the face of Shri 
Paulraj through the opened window by 
focusing torchlight and Shri Paulraj 
was sitting by the side of the window 
as it is stated by both the prosecution 
and defence witnesses. Further more 
Shri Shivalingam identified him as he 
was the person as soon as he alighted 
from the bus. One of the defence 
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witnesses also stated that Shri 
Shivalingam identified Shri Paulraj as 
soon as he got down from the bus. 

The contention of the defendant that 
Shri Duraiswamy watch and ward 
carried the bundle is not established 
as his own defence witnesses has 
stated that the bundle was brought 
from outside by Shri Shivalingam who 
indentifted Shri Paulraj as soon as he 
got down from the bus. It is further 
established by the prosecution that 
Shri Paulraj was caught while throwing 
the bundle of GBQ pieces/powder 
through the window shutter, 
simultaneously the bundle was 
recovered by the watchman who was 
standing outside, who identified Shri 
Paulraj at the entrance of the bus as 
soon as he alighted. The defendant is 
a regular employee of the Company 
working in compressor as compressor 
attendant. The workers of Chigarigunta 
Project are being transported to 
Chigarigunta Project on every Monday 
from KGF to Chigarigunta Project and 
back during week ends. During this 
period they are all stationed at 
Chigarigunta Project itself. The 
contention of the defendant that he is 
a surface worker and dees not have the 
access the Gold production point phase 
itself is not sufficient enough to 
absolve him of the charges. It is true 
that he is not engaged directly on the 
production phase. However, one cannot 
act as carrier as he is engaged on the 
surface of the Mine. Because of the 
fact that the GBQ pieces recovered from 
him, there is no doubt that, he indulged 
in the act of stealing of Gold and acted 
dishonestly in connection with 
Employer’s business and property. 

The defendant has not established his 
innocence eventhough adequate 
chances and opportunities were given 
to him. There are lot of inconsistency 
in the statement of defence witnesses. 
Shri Anbazhagan says that Shri Paulraj 
was caught by the watchman who came 
from outside arid identified wheresas 
Sri Xavier says that Shri Paulraj was 
caught by the watchman who came 
inside the bus. His only contention that 
he is a surface worker and does not 


have any direct access to the 
production phase, is not sufficient 
enough to discharge his from the 
charges. Even though he was travelling 
m the three seater he has not produced 
one of the seat mates as witnesses. The 
statement of Shri Jayavelu who was 
produced as defence Witnesses and 
also a seat mate that, no body got into 
Hie bus whereas all other defence 
witnesses hUve stated that Shri 
Ddfaisw&hiy got into the bus. Shri 
Paufraj himself contents that he was 
caught by Shri Doxaiswamy while 
erithing out and shri Duraiswamy carried 
the bundle shows the inconsistency 
/between the defendant mid his own 
’witnesses. 

. 11. In the case of workman, Shri Muniswamy, 
reasoning of the enquiry officer found on page 5 to7 as 
under:— , 

“While goihg through the deposition of both 
prosecution and defence and on perusal of 
the material evidence produced before the 
enquiry, it is to be ascertained that: 

(1) Whether the GB pieces/mixture alleged to, 
have recovered from the defendant belongs 
to the employer. 

(2) Whether the‘-defendant was caught 
redhanded with the possession of GBQ 
pieces. 

(3) Whether the defendant has fraudulently 
indulged in the act of gold stealing for 
personal gain and acted dishonestly in 
connection with the Employer’s business 
and property. 

(I) The employer M/s. Bharat Gold Mines 
limited is the only company engaged in the 
extraction of gold and gold filming in this 
area. The defendant is a regular employee 
of the company, the high concentration GBQ 
.. with 528,0 gms./mt cannot be available 
anywhere except with the company engaged 
in Gold production. The'high concentrate 
GBQ shows beyond doubt that, it is 
processed and assorted material. The 
ownership of the property of the GBQ is 
not denied by the defendant. The defendant 
was returning from work spot immediately - 
after his work. Hence, it is doubt that the 
GBQ in question belongs to the employer. 

The Prosecution has established clearly 
that Shri Duraiswamy Havildar Watch and 




4702 THE GAZETTE OF rNDIA: MAY27,2006/JYAISTHA6,1928 [Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


Ward alone was sent inside the bus. 
Whereas, the defence witnesses are not 
unanimous about this : Shri Kannan defence 
witness has deposed that Shri Duraiswamy 
only got into the bus, Shri Yesupa also a 
defence witness deposed that one watch 
and ward person has got into the bus 
others have not stated the number, but 
stated as watch and ward person. The 
defendant has stated that Shri Duraiswamy 
brought handkerchief and placed It on his 
bag and took him forcibly, whereas all the 
defence witnesses have stated that Shri 
Duraiswamy was holding a kerchief in his 
hand when they saw him standing near Shri 
Muniswamy, but they have not stated about 
Shri Duraiswamy putting it in the bag of 
Shri Muniswamy or about the content of 
the kerchief. The deposition of 
Vijayarangam, who was seated three seats 
behind the defendant on the two seater who 
was sleeping, when bus was stopped is not 
convicing. When all the workers were asked 
to get down for search. Muniswamy who 
was seated just at the entrance could have 
got down before all the defence witnesses 
could get down. There is lot of 
inconsistenly in the deposition of defence 
witnesses. Shri Kannan defence witness has 
stated that they were asked to get down 
only after deducting the case of 
Muniswamy. Whereas Shri Vijayarangam 
stated that they were aska^i to get down 
immediately as soon as the watch and ward 
got into the bus. The defendant has foiled 
to establish his innocence even though 
adequate opportunities were gjtaetn to him. 
It was stated that Shri Muniswamy was 
sitting on the three sealer but he has 
produced only one of the seat mate as 
witness. It is also not known what 
prevented him from producing the both. It 
is not argued as tQ why Shri Muniswamy 
alone was caught in the entire bus. 

The defendant is a regular employee of the 
company working in underground. The high 
concentrated GBQ of 5,280 gms/mt shows 
that the material was processed and assorted 
with the intention of stealing. The defen¬ 
dant has not mentioned about the presence 
of GBQ in die handkerchief and also die for¬ 
malities and the procedures followed at 
watch and ward and assay offices. The 
silence in his statement regarding this, ought 
to have proceeded with protest when he was 


taken to watch and ward,. Assay office and 
to Police station, which he has not done. 
But on the other hand the prosecution have 
established clearly that the defendant was 
caught redhanded while tying to remove the 
bundle from his bag and place it on the floor 
of the bus. As the defendant was sitting 
just opposite to the entrance, he ought to 
have got down frits for giving search which 
he did not do. 

12. The aforesaid reasonings given by the Enquiry 
Officer in holding the first party workmen guilty of the 
charges of alleged theft are very much backed by the oral 
testimony of as many as nine witnesses examined in each 
case supported by documents namely the report of the 
alleged incident to the Chief Security Supervisor, Shri 
Meganathan, Mahazor conducted about die seizure of 
the property at Watch and Wrrd Office and the examina¬ 
tion of die theft property by the Chemist, Shri Somappa. 
From the perusal of the oral evidence of the witnesses 
examined by die management who were die crime section 
team members and in whose presence both die buses in 
which the first party workmen were traveling were 
searched and whose evidence has been discussed and 
taken into consideration by die Enquiry Officer in sup¬ 
port of the reasonings and die findings given by him, it 
can never be said that there was no sufficient and legal 
evidence pressed into service by the management in 
establishing the charges of misconduct leveled against 
the first party workmen. The fact that on II.1.1992 at about 
10.30 PM the management witnesses forming die Crime 
Section team intercepted die above said two buses at the 
above said places and thereupon a search was conducted 
of die passengers traveling in those buses has been spo*- 
ken to by all die witnesses examined for the management 
and this fact has also been substantiated in the very 
defence evidence adduced on behalf of the first party 
workmen during die course of enquiry. As per the story 
of the prosecution, the first party workman by name Shri 
Paulraj along with other passengers was found traveling 
in the bus which was intercepted and searched followed 
by the search of second bus in which the first party work¬ 
man, Shri Muniswamy was traveling along with other 
passengers. 

13. As far as the case against the said Paulraj work¬ 
man is concerned is that when GD Havaldar Doraiswamy 
who was in the bus taking search of the passengers found 
workman, Paulraj throwing out side a bundle through the 
window and he apprehended him, it is said that GD Watch¬ 
man, Shivalinga who was outside the bus saw said Paulraj 
throwing out a bundle while sitting in the bus and when 
Paulraj was brought outside of the bus by Havaldar 
Doraiswamy then Shivalingam identified Paulraj as the 
person who had thrown the said bundle outside the bus 
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through the window and thereupon he was taken to the 
Watch and Ward Jeep which was parked in front of the 
said bus. 

14. As far as the workman, Shri Muniswamy is con¬ 
cerned it is the case of the management that when 
Havaldar Doraiswamy entered into the bus along with 
others to take search of the passengers, he saw 
Muniswamy taking out a bundle from his basket and im¬ 
mediately caught him red handed and thereafter the prop¬ 
erty which was kept in the bundle was seized, mahazar 
was conducted, which was subjected to chemical exami¬ 
nation and thereafter, part of the theft property along 
with the first party workmen were handed over to the 
Police concerned for the examination in the matter. Dur¬ 
ing the course of enquiry said Doraiswamy and 
Shivalingam along with others have been examined and 
in no uncertain terms have spoken to the fact that the 
first party workman, Shri Paulraj was found throwing a 
bundle outside the bus being witnessed by the said 
Doraiswamy as well as Shivalingam. When Paulraj was 
brought outside of the bus by Doraiswamy he was also 
identified by the said Shivalingam and both these wit¬ 
nesses have testified to the abovesaid fact. The rest of 
the witnesses also have spoken to the fact of apprehen¬ 
sion of both the first party workmen by Doraiswamy and 
they have also spoken to the fact that Doraiswamy and 
Shivalingam have claimed to have seen Paulraj throwing 
out the bundle outside the bus being apprehended by 
Doraiswamy and Shivalingam. 

15. As against Muniswamy, the first party work¬ 
man, again, the main witness, Doraiswamy in no uncer¬ 
tain words has given his statement before the enquiry 
officer that during the course of search of the bus he saw 
Muniswamy taking out a bundle from his basket and im¬ 
mediately he caught hold of him along with the said 
bundle. The fact that these two workmen were appre¬ 
hended along with the theft property in fact has not been 
disputed even by the witnesses examined on behalf of 
the first party workmen. The evidence of defence wit¬ 
nesses is a negative evidence not disputing the above- 
said incident or the fact of apprehension of the first party 
workmen by the Watch and Ward Personnel Crime Sec¬ 
tion, in fact, the witnesses examined by both the first 
party workmen have supported the prosecution case up 
till the point of apprehension of the first party workmen 
and the first party workmen being handed over to the 
Police along with the theft property. 

None of them have made any positive statement 
that they have not seen the first party workmen being 
apprehended by Havaldar Doraiswamy. The witnesses 
examined on behalf of the first party workman, Paulraj, 
have never stated that they have not seen Pualraj throw¬ 
ing out a bundle outside the bus when search was being 
conducted. The witnesses examined on behalf of the work¬ 
man, Muniswamy have never disputed the fact of appre¬ 


hension of Muniswamy by Havaldar Doraiswamy when 
search was going on in the bus. In fact, from the perusal 
of the statements made by the defense witnesses exam¬ 
ined on behalf of Mr. Doraiswamy will read to the effect 
that Doraiswamy had apprehended Muniswamy while 
taking out a bundle outside his basket and Muniswamy 
was pleading that the bundle did not belong to him. Both 
Paulraj and Muniswamy have also given their statements 
before the enquiry officer denying the charges of theft 
levelled against them but they have never attributed any 
motive as to why out of all the passengers they are only 
singled out and have been implicated with the charges of 
theft of the property belonging to the management. Work¬ 
man, Shri Paulraj in his statement except to say that when 
he got down from the bus, immediately Security Watch¬ 
man caught hold of him and took him to the jeep and his 
signature was obtained on some paper. He did not at¬ 
tribute any motive as to \<4iy Doraiswamy caught hold of 
h im along with the charge of the theft. In fact the above 
statement of Paulraj would lend support to the case of the 
management that he was apprehended by Doraiswamy. 
Muniswamy on the other hand in his statement before 
the enquiry officer has gone one step further in saying 
that it is Doraiswamy himself who had brought some 
bundle and put the same in his basket which statement of 
Muniswamy is liable to be discarded on its face itself as 
he also did not attribute any motive to Doraiswamy in 
concocting false charge of theft against him. Nobody can 
believe that Doraiswamy for no good reasons would have 
gone to the extent of putting the bundle of theft property 
in the basket of Muniswamy and then to have claimed 
that he apprehended Muniswamy along with the theft 
property. 

16. Therefore, appreciating the evidence brought 
on record on behalf of the management as well as on 
behalf of the first party workmen learned enquiry officer, 
in my, opinion has been rightly came to the conclusion 
that charges of theft levelled against the first party work¬ 
men have been proved and that the first party workmen 
have failed to establish their innocence. The enquiry of¬ 
ficer also has rightly commented that the evidence of 
defense witnesses suffered from inconsistency and in 
coming to the said conclusion he has also given the rea¬ 
sonings as found on page 7 of the findings of the enquiry 
officer. Therefore, the evidence pressed into service by 
tiie management in establishing the charges of miscon¬ 
duct levelled. Against the first party workmen in my opin¬ 
ion was legal and sufficient and the charges of miscon¬ 
duct levelled against them therefore, have been estab¬ 
lished and proved beyond any doubt. The reasonings 
given by the enquiry officer are very much valid and co¬ 
gent supported by legal and sufficient evidence. It is in 
this view of the matter, learned counsel for the manage¬ 
ment was justified in his arguments to say that charges of 
misconduct against the first party workmen have been 
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proved in the light of the evidence brought on record 
during the course of enquiry. He was also right in submit¬ 
ting that defence evidence was rightly rejected by the 
enquiry officer not only on the ground that it suffered 
from inconsistency but also for the reason that it was an 
evidence in negative sense not disputing the fact of 
either the incident or the fact of apprehension of the first 
party workmen by the aforesaid two witnesses namely, 
Shri Doraiswamy and Shivalingam in the case of the first 
party workman, Shri Paulraj and in the statement of 
Doraiswamy in the case against the workman, Shri 
Muniswamy. Therefore, in my opinion findings of the 
enquiry officer do not suffer from any perversity. That 
apart, as noted above, the first party workmen for the 
reasons best known to them have remained absent be¬ 
fore this tribunal alter the case was remanded to this tri¬ 
bunal by the Hon’ble High Court for fresh disposal on 
merits of the case. It was incumbent on the part of the 
first party workmen to have canvassed theweak points 
and to highlight the legal and factual defects according 
to them found with the enquiry findings so as to term 
those findings as perverse and arbitrary. From the con¬ 
duct of the first party workmen in not appearing before 
this tribunal despite due service of the notice by regis¬ 
tered post and in not convincing this tribunal as to how 
the findings suffered from perversity the only inference 
to be drawn would be that they are not-aggrieved by the 
findings of the enquiry officer. Therefore, my conclusion 
would be that findings do not suffer from perversity and 
the charges of misconduct have proved against the first 
party workmen beyond any. doubt. 

17. Now coming to the question of quantum of pun¬ 
ishment, punishment given to the workman, Shri Paulraj 
is by way of terminating his services and whereas, the 
workman, Muniswamy has been dismissed from service. 
Keeping in view the long tenure of service rendered by 
these workmen to the management that too having a good 
service records not inviting of any charges of miscon¬ 
duct much less the nature of misconduct on hand, the 
fact undisputed that the criminal prosecution taken against 
them has been ended, they being discharged by the com¬ 
petent authority, so also, keeping in view the facts and 
circumstances of the case, it appears to me that ends of 
justice will be met if the aforesaid punishments awarded 
against the first party workmen are converted into their 
compulsory retirement from service. Accordingly refer¬ 
ences are answered and following award is passed. 

AWARD 

Punishment of termination and dismissal passed 
against the first party workmen, Shri Paulraj and 
Muniswamy respectively are hereby replaced by the pun¬ 
ishment of Compulsory Retirement from service with 
effect from the date of the aforesaid punishment orders 
passed by the management. Copy of the award be kept in 
CRNo. 14/94. No costs. 


(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and 
signed by me on 12th April 2006), 

A. R. SIDDIQU1, Presiding Officer 

9 2006 
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New Delhi, the 9th May, 2006 

S.O. 2097. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 32/ 
1995) of the Central Government Indsutrial Tribunal- 
cum- Labour Court-II Dhanbad, as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Bihar State Mineral Develope 
Corporation and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 09-05-2006. 

[No, L-29012/100/94-IR(MISC)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO.2) AT DHANBAD. 

PRESENT 

Shri B. Biswas, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10(1) 
(d) of the I.D.Aot.,I947. 

REFERENCE NO. 32 OF 1995 

PARTIES: Employment in relation to the management of 
M/s Bihar State Mineral Development Cor¬ 
poration, P.OJhumritelaiya, Distt.Kodarma 
and their workmen. 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workman: Mr. D. Mukherjee and 

Mr. K. Chakraborty, Ld. 
Advocates 

On behalf of the employer: Mr. H. Nath, Ld. 

i Advocates: 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Minerals 

Dated the 17th April, 2006 
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AWARD 

The Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise 
of the powers conferred on them under section 10(1 )(d) 
of the I.D.Act, 1947 has rererred the following dispute to 
thiis Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No.L-29012/ 

100/94.1 .R.(M lsc) dated 20.3.1995. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management at M/s 

Bihar State Mineral Development Corporation P. O. 

Jhumari Tilaiya. Distt. Koderma in terminating the 

services of Sri Ashok Kumar Singh is justified’? If 

not, to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. The case of the concerned workman according to 
written statement submitted by the sponsoring union on 
his behalf in brief is as follows; 

The sponsoring union submitted that the manage¬ 
ment appointed the concerned workman as daily rated 
skilled worker for the Project Office, Jhumari Tilaiya of 
Saphi Mica Mines vide Letter No.635 dt. 7.2.1990.They 
submitted that the concerned workmen was a graduate 
and management utilised his service as Accounts Clerk 
from 12:2.1990 to 30.6.1993 i.e. more than three years.They 
sutmitted that during this period he put his attendance as 
cleric for more than 240 days in a year continuously. They 
alleged that management without assigning any reason- 
terminated his service inspite of rendering continuous 
service for three years illegally arbitrarily and violating 
the principle of natural justice. They alleged, that the 
management neither issued him any notice nor paid any 
retrenchment compensation before»terminatng his service. 

Accordingly, they raised an Industrial Dispute be* 
fore ALC(C) for conciliation which ultimately resulted ref¬ 
erence to this Tribunal for adjudication 

The Sponsoring union accordingly, submitted 
prayer to pass award directing the management to rein¬ 
state the concerned workman to his service with full back 
wages and other consequential relief. 

3. Management on the contrary after filing written 
statement cum rejoinder have denied all the claims and 
allegations which the sponsoring union asserted in the 
written statement submitted on behalf of the concerned 
workman. They submitted that the concerned workman 
as a daily rated worker was appointed by the General 
Manager vide office order dt. 7-2-1990 for a period of six 
months. His service was extended for a further period of 
six months and again extended for another period of six 
months. After appointment he was deployed in the Ad¬ 
ministrative office of the Managemenl at Jhumari Tilaiya 
to perform clerical job. They submitted that time to time 
his service was extended and final extension was given 
for a period of two months vide office order dt. 25-9-1991 
wherein it was clearly mentioned that after expiry of the 


said period his service will automatically. come to an 
end. However, on his further prayer his sevice again 
was extended time to time and finally by office order 
his service was extended for a period of six months w.e.f. 
30-6-1993. 

They submitted that the concerned workman was 
in the service of the management from 12-2-1990 to 11-5-91 
and then from 25-9-1991 to 30-6-1993. However, he was 
not in service of the management during the period from 
12-5-1991 to 24-9-1991. 

It has been disclosed by them that the concerned 
workman was a daily rated worker appointed for tempo¬ 
rary periods as per requirement and he never worked 
against permanent post and accordingly action taken by 
them for his termination of service was justified and for 
which he is not entitled to get any relief. 

4. POINTS TO BE DECIDED 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. 

Bihar State Mineral Development Corporation P.O. 

Jhumari Tilaiya, Distt. Koderma in terminating die 

services of Sri Ashok Kumar Singh is justified? If 

not, to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

It transpires from the record that management in sup¬ 
port of their claim examined two witnesses as M. W. 1 and 
M.W. 2 while the sponsoring union with a view to 
substantiate their claim examined the concerned workman 
asW.W.I. 

M.W. 1 during his Cross-examination admitted that 
the concerned workman was appointed on 12-2-1990 in 
the Accounts Section of their office. He disclosed that 
as there was need of a clerk in the office appointment 
was given to the concerned workman by the manage¬ 
ment. This witness further admitted that during his ten¬ 
ure for some years he continuously worked for more 
than 270 days and ultimately by office order dt. 
30-6-1993 management terminated his service. He ad¬ 
mitted that before his termination neither any notice 
was issued to him nor any retrenchment compensation 
was paid to him. 

M.W. 2 during his evidence however, placed a 
different story which finds no bearing with the aver¬ 
ment of M.W. 1 This witness disclosed that in the 
month of February, 1990 the concerned workman was 
engaged at Saphi Mica Mines Project Office as daily 
rated casual worker for a period of six months. How¬ 
ever, from time to time the service of the concerned 
workman was extended according to requirement giv¬ 
ing due break during the intervening period. 

This witness though disc losed that the concerned 
workman was engaged as casual worker at Saphi Mica 
Mines Project Office did not disclose which job he was 
entrusted to perform. 


5. FINDING WITH REASONS 
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In para 3 of the written statement submitted by 
management it has been disclosed specifically that ini¬ 
tially the concerned workman was engaged to perform 
clerical job in the Administrative Office of the manage¬ 
ment at Jhumari Tilaiya and thereafter vide office order 
dt. 30-11-1990 he was transferred from Koderma Mica 
Unit to Saphi Mica Mines, Jhumari Tilaiya and worked 
their till his service was terminated W.W.'l, i.e., the 
concerned workman during his evidence disclosed that 
he was appointed as Accounts Clerk by the manage¬ 
ment 12-2-1990 at Saphi Mica M ines Office and worked 
there continuously upto 30-6-1993 and during this 
period he put his attendance for more than 240 days in 
a year. He submitted that he rendered his service con¬ 
tinuously during this period. 

It is admitted fact that after rendering 
continuous service for more than three years manage¬ 
ment terminated him without giving any notice. It is 
the claim of the management that initially appointment 
was given to, him for a period of six months and there¬ 
after on his prayer time to time his service was extended. 

It is not the case of the management that the 
concerned workman was appointed to perform any 
"particular job in connection with a Project for a limited 
period. It has been disclosed in the written statement 
submitted by the management that he was appointed 
for temporary period as per requirement. M.W. 1 on the 
contrary during his cross-examination admitted that as 
there was need of a clerk appointment was given to the 
concerned workman. He further disclosed that in the 
Accounts Section the job of a clerk is regularly needed. 
This averment therefore has been exposed clearly that 
as there was need of a clerk in the Accounts Section 
management appointed him and he discharged his 
duties as such continuously for mote than three years 
and put his attendance for more than 240 days in a 
year. It therefore speaks that the job which he per¬ 
formed was not absolutely temporary in nature and 
also not for any specific period. 

in the decision reported in 1976 LLJ (S.C.) 478 
There Lordships of the Hon’ble Apex Court observed 
that if the workman swims into the harbour of Sec: 25F 
he cannot be retrenched without payment at the time 
of retrenchment compensation as prescribed therein 
read with Sec. 25B(2). 

Sec. 2(oo) has clearly defined which is “retrench¬ 
ment”. Retrenchment means the termination by the 
employer of the service of a workman for any reason 
whatsoever, otherwise than as a punishment inflicted 
by way of disciplinary action but does not include the 
ground as laid down in sub-section 2(00) (a) (b) (bb) 
(c) of the Industrial Dispute Act. 


Sec. 25F has pointed out conditions precedent 
to retrenchment of workman in relation to Section 25B 
of the Industrial Dispute Act. Sec. 25-B has clearly 
pointed out. 

“For the purposes of this (1) a workman shall be 
said to be in continuous service for a period if he is, for 
that period, in uninterrupted service, including service 
which may be interrupted on account of sickness or 
authorised leave or an accident or as strike which is 
not illegal, or a lock-out or a cessation of work which is 
not due to any fault on the part of the workman; 

(2) where a workman is not in continuous 
service within the meaning of clause (1) for a period of 
one year or six months, he shall be deemed to be in 
continuous service under an employer :— 

(a) for a period one year, if the workman, 
during a period of twelve calendar months 
preceding the date with reference to which 
calculation is to be made, has actually 
worked under the employer for not less 
than,— 

(i) one hundred and ninety days in the 
case of a workman employed below 
ground in a mine; and 

(iS) two hundred and forty days, in any 
other case.” 

It transpires that the concerned workman after 
getting his employment worked under the management 
continuously for more than three years and it has been 
admitted by the management that during this period he 
put his attendance for more than 240 days in each 
year. Accordingly in the instant case provision as laid 
down under Section 25F is very much attracted. It is 
seen that the management without issuing any 
notice or without payment of any retrenchment 
compensation stopped him from his service. Such act 
of the management in the eye of law appears to be 
illegal arbitrary and violation to the principle of natural 
justice. 

In the result the following award is rendered : 

“That the action of the management of M/s. Bihar 
State Mineral Development Corporation, P.O, Jhumari 
Tilaiya, Distt.: Koderma in terminating the services of 
Sri Ashok Kumar Singh is not justified. 

Management accordingly is directed to reinstate 
the concerned workman named above to his service 
within three months from the date of publication of the 
award in the Gazette of India. ” 

B. BISWAS, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 9th May, 2006 

S.O. 2098. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
45/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court-II, Mumbai as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Indian Oil Blending Ltd. and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government " 
on 9*5-2006. 

[No. L-31011/22/2001-IR(M)] 
B.M r DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. H AT MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

AA LAD, Presiding Officer 

Reference No. CGIT-2/45 of2002 

Employers in Relation to : First Party 

the Management of 
Indian Oil Blending Ltd. 

AND 

Their Workman, Shri H. Yunoos : Second Party 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Employer : M/s. Negandhi Shah 

& Himayatulla, 
Advocates. 

For the Workman : Mr. Jai Prakash 

Sawant, Advocate. 

Date: 29th March, 2006 

AWARD PART-I 

The dispute was raised by the Second Party 
Workman H. Yunoos stating that he joined the First Party 
with effect from 22nd September, 1978 as an Operator. He 
did his work on the same post since then. On 8th August, 
1996 Charge Sheet was served on him alleging that he 
disobeyed the orders of his superiors. The said charge 


sheet was replied by the Second Party workman stating 
that the orders given by his superiors were not part of his 
work and as such he was not supposed to attend the said 
work, ordered by his superiors. In the said reply he also 
pointed out that, instead of ordering same work refused by 
the Second Party workman, another work be allotted to 
him out of his usual work. However, no work was allotted 
to him and as such he was compelled to sit idle. The ground 
taken by the First Party of not attending the work and not 
obeying the orders of his superiors have no meaning. In 
fact it was not his intention not to attend any work but on 
the contrary work was not provided to him as per his status 
and as per his duty list, hence he did not work. If at all for 
sitting idle if any one has to be blamed, it is the Management 
who is responsible for compelling the Second Party 
workman to sit idle and create ground of not attending the 
work as a result of which the enquiry is conducted by 
appointing Enquiry Committee. The said Enquiry Committee 
did not conduct the enquiry by following the principles of 
natural justice. Besides it is suggested that findings given 
by the Enquiry Committee are perverse as well as 
punishment of dismissal is shocking disproportionate 
which, requires to be quashed and set aside. 

The reference is sent to this Tribunal by the Under 
Secretary of Central Government, The Government of India, 
Ministry of Labour by its Order No. L-31011/22/2001-IR 
(M) dated 2nd May, 2002 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sUb-section (1) and sub-section 
2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 to 
decide: 

“Whether the action of the management of Indian 

Oil Blending Ltd., Mumbai in terminating the services 

of Sh. H. Yunoos by way of dismissal w.e.f. 9-4-99 is 

legal and justified? If not, what relief the workman is 

entitled to?” 

2. To prove the grievances Second Party filed his 
Statement of Claim at Exhibit 6. The (para) claim of the 
Second Party is disputed by the First Party by filing reply 
with its rejoinder at Exhibit 7 stating that, the Second Party 
Workman has admitted that he did not work as well as did 
not obey the orders of his superiors. It is stated that, the 
work allotted to him of cleaning the drums was part of his 
duty as listed in para 5(a) of the Written Statement of the 
First Party. It is stated that, work was provided to the 
Second Party Workman by the First Party of his status and 
qualifications and he is responsible for not attending work. 
It is also stated that, the First Party is not responsible for 
sitting idle of the Second Party Workman. Even charges 
levelled against the Second Party Workman are admitted 
by him. He admits that he did not work on that day. Even 
he admits that he sat idle and did not work for that day. The 
charges of not obeying the orders of superiors and sitting 
idle are almost proved admitted by him and it proved against 
the Second Party Workman. He accepted the charge sheet 
and admitted the charges levelled against him. It is denied 
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that enquiry was not fair and proper. It is denied that 
findings are perverse. It is also denied that the punishment 
awarded to the Second Party Wrokman is disproportionate. 
The Charge Sheet was served on Second Party Workman 
and he gave acknowledgement on 30th August, 1996. He 
explained the Charge sheet and admitted the guilt in above 
form under the guise of work allotted to him or work ordered 
to him was not part of his duty list and he admits that, he 
refused to carry out the said work. Proper procedure was 
followed by appointing Enquiry Committee. Full 
opportunity was given to the sacked workman to represent 
in the enquiry. His representative was attending Enquiry 
Committee for Second Party Workman. He participated in 
the Enquiry, cross-examined the witness of First Party and 
by leading proper and cogent evidence. By all this First 
Party succeeds in proving the charges leveled against the 
Second Party Workman. When charges are proved now 
there is little scope for the Second Party Workman to say 
that,.the charges are baseless and are not proved. The 
witnesses examined by First Party, by name Mr. M.G. Gharat 
and Mr. M.R. Shaikh, clearly establishes charges leveled 
against the Second Party Workman and on the basis of the 
said findings and considering the cross taken by the 
defence representative Shri M.D. Patil who appeared for 
Second Party Workman, findings were given by the Enquiry 
Committee which has base and ground to concluded that, 
the Second Party Wrokman did not obey the orders of his 
superiors and sat idle. Said findings were served on him. 
Report was submitted before competent authority. Relying 
on the findings action, of termination was taken by 
following due process of law and by offering legal due to 
the Second Party Workman. Now Second Party Workman 
cannot challenge the decision taken by the First Party on 
the basis of such genuine Enquiry and the findings given 
by it. So it is submitted that, the action taken by the First 
Party does not require any interference. 

3. In view of these pleadings my Ld. Predecessor 
framed the issues at Exhibit 11 including issues to fairness 
of enquiry, perversity of findings and questioning legality 
of termination of Second Party Workman. Out of those 
issues, the fairness of enquiry and perversity of findings 
are taken first. As per Issue No. 1 and 2, as it was requested 
by the Second Party Wrokman by filing purshis at Exhibit 8 
and drawing attention of this Tribunal to decide those 
issues first. Accordingly issues of fairness of enquiry and 
perversity of findings are taken first for decision. 

4. The issues which are taken for consideration are 
as under: 

(1) Whether inquiry was conducted fairly and 
properly? 

(2) Whether findings are perverse? 

5. My findings on the above issues are as under ; 

(1) Yes. 

(2) No. 


6. To support that, Second Party Workman chose 
not to lead any oral evidence and intimated like that by 
filing purshis at Exhibit 12. Against that First Party chose 
to rely on the evidence of Shri B.D. Chougle, Presenting 
Officer of the First Party and copies of the enquiry 
proceedings placed on record. First Party also files its 
closing of evidence purshis at Exhibit 15. Then both filed 
their written arguments, i.e. by the Second Party Workman 
at Exhibit 18 and by the First Party at Exhibit 19 alongwith 
copies of judgments on which they rely. 

7. In addition to it, they orally submitted in the light 
of the written arguments referred to above. 

8. Here the main contention of the Second Party 
Workman in his Statement of Claim is that, enquiry was not 
fair and proper. He also claims that findings were perverse 
and besides this he contended that termination served on 
him on the basis of the said enquiry is disproportionate. 

9. As per his (Second Party Workman’s) prayer as 
prayed by him, the issues of fairness of enquiry and 
perversity of findings is taken first for decision. It is pertinent 
to note that still he chose not to lead any oral evidence and 
to that effect he expressed his desire by purshis at Exhibit 
12. That means the enquiry proceedings which are placed 
on record in the form of Xerox copies are referred to by the 
Second Party Wrokmman. In addition to that, oral 
submissions were made in the light of the written arguments. 
Against that First Party led evidence of their Presenting 
Officer in the form of Exhibit 14 and offered witnesses for 
cross-examination. 

10. With the help of this evidence, the Ld. Advocate 
for the Second Party Workman referred to certain pages of 
enquiry proceedings to show how it was not fair and proper 
and the findings were perverse. Besides the allegations of 
fairness of enquiry and perversity of the findings, the 
Second Party Workman’s Advocate heavily attacked on 
the formation of the Enquiry stating that, the Enquiry 
Committee itself was not proper and it has no legal status 
to conduct an enquiry against this Second Party Workman. 

11. In connection with this first grievnce of the 
Second Party Workman regarding formation of the enquiry 
committee, if we peruse the intimation given by the First 
Party regarding formation of the enquiry that who will be 
the enquiry committee’s members, we will find that, by 
writing letter dated 26th July, 1996 of which copy is field at 
Exhibit A, page 15, of the enquiry proceedings, we find 
that, the First Party has intimated that one Mr. D.R. More 
and Mr. M.G. Gharat complained about the orders given by 
them and same was not obeyed by the Second Party 
Workman and questioned by it, as to why enquiry should 
not be initiated against him. Accordingly notice dated 5th 
August, 1996 was issued under the signature of Mr. S.S. 
Patil, the Manager (P) intimating the Second Party Workman 
regarding the same. Then by correspondence dated 8th 
August, 1996 charges were leveled against Second Party 
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Workman and those were served upon him under the 
signature of Mr. S.K. Marwaha, Chief Plant Manager, on 
the Second Party Workman on 13th August, 1996. The 
enquiry proceedings further reveals that, First Party 
received explanation regarding charges and by letter dated 
9th September, 1996 Shri B.D. Chougule, Deputy Manager 
(Adnm.), informs that the Enquiry Committee will be formed 
of two members which will conduct enquiry against Second 
Party Workman. Accordingly by letter dated 10th 
September, 1996 names of two members viz. Mr. HS. Mehta 
and Mr. K.R. Reddy who were managerial staff were 
appointed as Enquiry Committee Members and under the 
signature of Shri S.S. Patil, Manager (Plant) it was informed 
to the Second Party Workman and then notice, of enquiry 
was given to the Second Party Workman and first siting of 
the enquiry initiated on 22nd October, 1996. 

12. Here status of Mr. Mehta and Mr. Reddy is 
challenged by the Second Party Workman stating that, 
they cannot work as Members of the Enquiry Committee. 
Except this contention, it is not pointed out by the Second 
Party Workman how Mr. H.S. Mehta who was SQCM and 
Mr. K.R. Reddy who were Officer, are not competent to 
become members of the Enquiry Committee? It is pertinent 
to note that, by the designation of the above 2 members, it 
reveals that, they were officers and the Management can 
appoint any of the superiors to conduct enquiry of its 
staff and it is not that, Second Party Workman was 
equivalent status to Mr. Mehta and Mr. Reddy, who were 
the Members of the Enquiry Committee, by status, by 
salary, qualifications and what not. When management 
chose to appoint the two officers to conduct any enquiry, 
who are definitely above the rank of the Charge Sheeted 
Employee it cannot be said that they are not qualified to 
conduct an enquiry and so it cannot be said that the total 
enquiry is not fair and proper. Here it will not be out of 
place to mention that, no oral or documentary evidence is 
led by the Second Party Workman before this Tribunal. 
That means, the evidence recorded by the Enquiry 
Committee on which it relies is remaining in tact as it is and 
one can safely read the said evidence whatever is placed 
before this Tribunal. 

13. So in my considered view, the status of Mr. H.S. 
Mehta and Mr. K.R. Reddy who were Members of the 
Enquiry Committee does not come in their way to act as 
Members of the Enquiry Committee and on that basis, 
enquiry cannot be treated as not legal and proper. 

14. Ld. Advocate for the Second Party Workman 
also whispered about the appointing authority and the 
status of the Members of the Enquiry Committee in the 
flow of arguments stating that, Appointing Authority was 
different and the Members of the Enquiry Committee are 
different. Here it is to be noted that, the Management is not 
run by any individual but it is a Corporate body. It has 
number of members and, number of wings which work 
together and control the entire management. It is not 
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possible for a single individual to do all that and face all.the 
legal problems. If work like holding enquiry is assigned to 
the officers, it is not illegal and so in my considered view 
on that point the enquiry cannot be treated as not fair and 
proper. Even if we turn to another contention of the Second 
Party Workman that. Presenting Officer of the First Party 
was witness and enquiry committee placed reliance on the 
evidence recorded in the enquiry proceedings of the said 
Presenting Officer. Here the Presenting Officer who presents 
the case of the Management. Definitely he is not the 
Presiding Officer, who can control the enquiry and its 
proceedings. To control and conduct the enquiry is the job 
of the Enquiry Committee and as far as that is concerned, 
there are no allegations of the Second Party Workman or 
his Advocate, that Second Party Workman or his defence 
representative did not get a fair opportunity to lead 
evidence or to participate in the enquiry. The mere allegation 
of the Second Party Workman and his Advocate is that, 
the Presenting Officer of the First Party was also considered 
as a witness. When Presenting Officer depose for First 
Party as a witness in my considered view it is not abnormal 
or against any provisions. It is the concerned party, who 
can decide who may be their witnesses. In the instant case 
the affidavit of the Presenting Officer is relied who 
presented the case of the First Party and facts were narrated 
by the sequences and evidence is given in what manner 
enquiry was initiated, how proceedings took place, how 
opportunity was given to the Second Party Workman and 
his representative and how enquiry was fair and proper. 
As far as the contention taken by Mr.. Chougule in his 
affidavit at Exhibit 14, on which Fjrst Party relied is an oral 
evidence in this matter. At this stage, the said contentions 
taken by the First Party are not disputed by the Second 
Party Workman. It is admitted by the said witness that, he 
was cited as a witness in the enquiry and enquiry committee 
was made aware regarding the documents and relevancy 
of the facts in connection with the all incident involved in 
the charge sheet. So it is a matter of record that, Mr. B.D. 
Chougule whose affidavit is filed in these proceedings at 
this stage was not witness in the Enquiry. Though he is the 
witness, it is not pointed out how evidence placed by him 
is not sufficient to conclude that, enquiry was not fair and 
proper and there was no evidence to support the findings 
given by it. Even we can exclude the evidence of Mr. B.D. 
Chougule as he was not witness in the Enquiry and not 
cited as a witness in the enquiry. Though we exclude his 
evidence as it is, the fact remains that the enquiry committee 
placed on record the grievance. Its recording and evidence 
in it are not challenged by the Second Party Workman and 
his Advocate and it is not shown how it is not legal and 
how did not recorded by following principles of natural 
justice, 

’ ■ 'i 

15. Now, if we turn to the extreme enquiry 
proceedings we find in the enquiry . Mr. Gharat and 
Mr. Shaikh are examined as the witnesses. In the enquiry 
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both have stated that Second Party Workman was ordered 
by them to clean the drums. However, he refused saying 
that, it was not his duty and said work be got done from the 
regular worker who attended it They have stated that, on 
26th July, 1996 Charge Sheeted Employee refused to work 
and sat idle. Accordingly Log Book was prepared which 
reveal that on that, day i.e. 26th September, 1996 Second 
Party Workman did not work. From the evidence given by 
the First Party and the copy of the Log Book referred to by 
them as well as reports submitted by them reveals that. 
Second Party Workman did not work on 26th July, 1996 
and charge of sitting idle and not obeying the orders and 
not doing the work given to him, is proved by the First 
Party with the help of this evidence. Even copy of 
depositions of Mr. Gharat and Mr. Shaikh is referred to by 
Second Party Workman by referring copies and not pointed 
out, how enquiry was not fair and proper nor it is shown 
how Second Party Workman did not get opportunity to 
lead evidence or how enquiry was farce alleged in the 
written arguments as well as in the oral submissions. If we 
peruse the copy of the enquiry proceedings and more 
precisely the evidence led by the witnesses and 
participation of the representative of the Second Party 
Workman Mr. M. D. Patil it reveals that, the Second Party 
Workman was properly represented by his representative 
Mr. Patil. Both got an opportunity to take part in the enquiry 
and cross-examined the witnesses of the Management. It 
is pertinent to note that, in the enquiry itself the Second 
Party Workman did not step into the witness box and 
depose as a witness. Here Second Party Workman claims 
that, the Presenting Officer of the First Party is cited as a 
witness. Instead of stepping into the witness box and 
appearing before the enquiry committee, Second Party 
Workman chose to place reliance on the deposition of his 
defence representative, whose deposition is recorded by 
the Enquiry Committee for Second Party Workman. In fact 
Mr. M. D. Patil, the representative of the Second Party 
Workman was not the witness to the incident. Still it is 
pertinent to note that, the Second Party Workman chose to 
rely on the depositions of his defence representative 
Mr. M.D. Patil. So here the Second Party also did not step 
into the witness box and deny the charges leveled against 
him. Even did not offer for cross-examination. Against that, 
he produces his defence representative as a witness and it 
is crystal clear from the internal page 6 of the enquiry 
proceedings where Second Party Workman’s representative 
expressed his desire to examine Mr. Patil as his defence 
and requested Enquiry Committee to rely upon his evidence 
or statements as his evidence. 

16. So if we peruse the enquiry proceedings we find 
the enquiry is conducted in which though the Second Party 
Witness and his representative fully participated, did not 
complained regarding the enquiry and its procedure during 
the enquiry proceedings nor even thereafter. Now only by 
filing Page 1 in the form of Statement of Claim Exhibit 6 and 


that too only by typing two sentences that “Enquiry was 
conducted in utter violation of the principles of natural 
justice and its finding is perverse”. However, in support of 
that, no evidence is led and it is not shown how enquiry is 
not fair and proper. 

17. According to me the enquiry proceedings reveal 
that Second Party Wor kman and his representative fully 
enjoyed the enquiry and participated in it. So it reveals 
that, the enquiry was fair and proper. 

18. When the enquiry is fair and proper and when 
report of it is submitted and relying on the enquiry, finding 
is given that. Second Party Workman was at guilt i.e. he did 
not obey the orders of his superiors and sat idle. Evidence 
led as well as the Log Book placed reveals that, Second 
Party Workman did not work on 26th July, 1996 and did not 
obey the orders of his superiors and when it is not 
challenged by him at any stage, in my considered view, 
one has to conclude that, finding is also not perverse as 
alleged by the Second Party Workman. At the cost of the 
repetition if we peruse the enquiry proceedings and the 
evidence led in it, I find, enquiry committee had reason, 
ground and evidence to conclude that, the Second Party 
Workman disobeyed the orders of his superiors and it has 
to conclude that, the Second Party Workman did not work 
and disobyed the orders of his superiors. 

19. When enquiry is fair and proper and when Enquiry 
Committee has reason to conclude that, Second Party 
Workman was at guilt in my considered view, relying On 
the evidence placed in the form of enquiry report, I conclude 
that, the Enquiry was fair and proper and I also conclude 
that, it was conducted by following the principles of natural 
justice and finding of it is not perverse. 

20. Still let us see the number of citations referred to, 
particularly by the Advocate of Second Party Workman to 
show that the enquiry is not fair and proper. The reliance 
was placed on a judgment of our Hon’ble High Court 
reported in 1991II CLR page 405-Satara District Central 
Co-op. Bank Ltd. v/s Subash Kashinath Mullay and 
ors.wherein it is observed that “when there are no standing 
orders which empowers the management to form said 
enquiry committee and conduct enquiry in that case, such 
an enquiry is not legal and proper.” The witnesses examined 
by the Management has stated that, they have their own 
certified standing orders and he states that, he will produce 
those. When it is alleged that they have their own certified 
standing orders, and when witness says on oath to that 
effect, and when those are produced with documents cited 
at Exhibit 17 and when it is not refuted by the Second Party 
Workman to show how the enquiry is not according to the 
“standing/orders” in my considered opinion, on the basis 
of the ratio laid down in Satara District Cooperative Bank 
Ltd. the persent enquiry cannot be held to be illegal. So it 
does not help Second Party Workman to give scope his 
pleadings. As far as other rulings are concerned, more 
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precisely copies of which are published in 1987 LAB. I.C. 
323,1988IILU .526,20001CLR page 312,2000IICLR 742, 
2003 III CLR 1043 Bom., and copy of Judgment in Civil 
Application No.705 of 1962 we find that, all those are on 
the point of punishment. At this stage we are not on the 
point of punishment so in my considered view the above 
referred remaining citations does not help at this stage to 
the Second Party Workman to secure findings in his favour, 

21. In view of discussions made above I conclude 
that the enquiry was fair and proper. I also conclude that, 
the finding of the Enquiry Committee is not perverse. 
Hence, I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

(a) Enquiry is fair and proper, 

(b) Findings of the Enquiry Committee are not perverse, 

(c) Both the parties to appear on the next date i.e. 16th 
May, 2006 for leading evidence on quantum of 
punishment. 

AA LAD, Presiding Officer 

Mumbai, 

Dated this 29th March, 2006 

^ far#, 9 vf, 2006 

W. 3tr. 2099— fw 1947 (1947 

14) # VET 17 % TOVTK ## 

Wsm, 3TfVTOM, % VVRI (■## 

TOTT 89/91) # TOfVffi VErft t, # # 

9-5-2006 # TO pn VTI 

[R. 13^-31011 /16/91 -«n^3lE (fafcm) ] 

New Delhi, the 9th May, 2006 

S.O. 2099.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 89/91) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal Cum-Labour- 
Central-I, Mumbai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Bombay Ferry Service Operators 
Association and their workmen, which was received by 
the Central Government on 9-5*2006. 

[No. L-31011/16/91-IR (Misc.)] 
B.M. DAVID, UnderSecy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE TOE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

Justice Ghanshyam Dass, 

PRESIDING OFFICER 
REFERENCE NO. CGTT-B9 OF1991 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management of 
Bombay Ferry Service Operators Association, 
Gateway Elephanta Jalvahatuk Sahakari 
Sanstha Maryadit and launch owners 

And 

Their workmen * 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Employers : Mr. J.G. Ghag, Adv. 

Shri F.A.Mulla, Secretary of 
Bombay Ferry Services 
Operators Association. 

Shri Iqbal Mukadam for Gateway 
Elephanta Jalavah&tuk Sahakari 
Sanstha Maryadit 

For the Workmen : Shri M. V. Palkar, Adv 
: Shri Shared Rao 
State Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated the 10th day of April, 2006 
AWARD 

1. This is a reference made by the Central Government 
in exercise of its powers under cause (d) of sub-section 
(1) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (the 
Act for short) vide Government of India, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi Order No.L-31011/16/91-IR(Misc) dated 
28-10-91. The terms of reference given in the schedule are 
as follows : 

“Whether the following demands of the workmen 
engaged by launch owners at Ferry Wharf and 
Gateway of India as per Annexure-E and Bombay 
Ferry Service Operators Association and Gateway 
Elephanta Jalavahatuk Sahakari Maryadit and 
represented by Bombay Labour Union are justified? 
If so what relief are the workmen entitled? 

(i) (Demand No.l) Revision of wages as under- 
Drivers/Sarang-Basic Rs.1600-135-3550 per 
month Khalasi-Basic Rs.750-30-1700 per 
month. 

(if) (Demand No.2) Dearness Allowance of Rs.750 
per month and variable Dearness Allowance 
of Rs. 5 permonth for every lOpoints over and 
above the index 2000 points (1934 old series) 






4712 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY27,2006/JYAISTHA6,1928 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


(iii) (Demand No. 4) Payment of round the clock 
duty allowance amounting to Rs.400 per month 
per workman. 

(iv) (Demand No.7) Payment of House rent 
allowance at the rate of Rs. 150 per month per 
workman. 

(v) (Demand No.9) Payment of Medical allowance 
of Rs.150 per month per workman. 

(vi) (Demand No. 11) (A) (B) and (C) —Facilities of 
30 days privilege leave, 10 days sick leave and 
10 days casual leave per annum per workman. 

(vii) (Demand No. 12) Supplyof 3 sets of terrycotton 
uniforms. 

(viii) (Demand No. 15) Issue of dock passes to the 
launch workmen operating in the dock area. 

(ix) (Demand No. 16) Supply of one pair of shoes 
to the workmen per annum. 

(x) (Demand No. 17) Payment of 3 months wages 
during the idle period of monsoon instead of 
2 months paid by the employers. 

2. The instant reference is pending since 1991. The 
parties to the reference have filed a Settlement arrived at in 
between them as back as on 8th April, 2004 whereby the 
parties had agreed to certain terms and conditions as 
mentioned therein. Today, on 10th of April, 2006 Shri. 
Sharad Rao, General Secretary, Mumbai Labour Union, Mr. 
Faiz AMulla, Secretary, Bombay Ferry Service Operators 
Association, Mr. M.V. Palkar, Adv. for Second Party Union, 
and Mr.Iqbal Y.Mukadam, Gateway Elephanta Jalavatuk 
Sahakari Sanstha, Maryadit, Mumbai have filed the 
Settlement mentioning about the aforesaid settlement dated 
8-4-2004 and praying that the present reference in respect 
of launch owners whose names were mentioned in the 
aforesaid application dt. 8-4-2004 be disposed of in terms 
of the said settlement as settled out of Court. The request 
is also made that the parties hereto as mentioned above 
that the reference be disposed of in respect of the remaining 
launch owners who are the parti* to the present reference 
and who have not signed any Settlement in the matter of 


general demands cf their workmen in acordance with the 
terms and conditions of the aforesaid Settlement dt. 
8-4-2004. 

3. In view of the above, no dispute exists at present 
before me and the reference is to be disposed of as per 
request made by the parties befoer me and the matter is to 
be disposed of as settled under the terms and conditions 
of the Settlement dt. 8-4-2004. 

The referene is accordingly disposed of. 

Justice Ghanshyam Dass, Presiding Officer 

\ 
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[mi. ^-29013/1/2006-34 ^^-ii] 

New Delhi, the 17th May, 2006 

^S.O. 2100.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of Section 5 of Mines Act, 1952 (35 of 
1952), the Central Government hereby appoints the 
following officers as Inspectors of Mines subordinate to 
the Chief Inspector of Mines, until further orders, 
namely:— 

1. Sh. R.T. Mandekar, Deputy Director of Mines 
Safety (Mining) 

2. Sh. M.K. Malviya, Deputy Director of Mines Safty 
(Electrical) 

3. Sh. Madhukar Sahay, Deputy Director of Mines 
Safety (Electrical) 

[F.No. S-29013/1/2006-ISH-II] 
J.P. PAH, Jt. Secy. 
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